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SUMMARY  ''BOSTON!  PUBLIC  LiBRARr 

CX)  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Federal  Office  Building 
Boston,  Suffolk  County,  Massachusetts 


RESPONSIBLE  FEDERAL  AGENCY; 


General  Services  Administration 
Public  Buildings  Service 


RESPONSIBLE  OFFICIAL: 


DIRECT  INQUIRIES  TO: 


G.    F,    Strobel 

Assistant  Regional  Administrator    CIP) 

Public   Buildings   Service 

Beverly  L.    James 

Director,   Operational   Planning 

Staff,    PBS 
General   Services  Administration 
Room   724,    John  W.    McCormack  Post  Office 
and  Courthouse 
Boston,   Massachusetts      02109 
Phone:      (617)    223-2707 


THE   PURPOSE   OF   AND   NEED  FOR   THE  ACTION: 


The  General  Services  Administration  (.GSAJ  proposes  the 
construction  of  a  new  Federal  Office  Building  (FOB)  in 
Boston,  the  state  capital  of  Massachusetts  and  the  New 
England   regional   headquarters   of  most    Federal   agencies. 

The  proposed  new  FOB   is    the   result   of   a   comprehensive 
survey   of   the  Federal    space   situation   in  Boston 
together  with  an  analysis   of  projected  requirements. 

While  Government-owned   buildings   provide  most    of   the 
general   purpose  space   needs,    they  are   not  sufficient 
to    accommodate   all   Federal   agencies.      To   supplement 
this  space,    GSA  leases   approximately    565,000   square 
feet   of   space   in  the  Boston  area   at   an  annual   rental 
of   $4.4  million. 

This   dispersion   in  numerous   buildings   affects 
operating  efficiency,    produces   excessive 
administrative   costs   and   is   inconvenient   to   the 
public.      In   addition,    about   174,000   square   feet    or    30 
percent   of   the  total    space   is   second   class   quality 
providing   inadequate   housing  for   long-term  use. 


An   analysis    of   various   housing  alternatives   was  made, 
and   the   construction  o£   a  new  Federal  Office   Building 
was   deemed   the  best    and  most    cost    effective   course   of 
action  to   ensure   adequate,    long-term  first   class 
housing   in  which   to   provide  optimum  operating 
efficiency  and   convenience   for   the  proposed   tenant 
agencies   and   the  public  they   serve. 

The  new  FOB  will    consolidate   seven  scattered  downtown 
lease   tenancies   from   the  John  F.    Kennedy  Federal 
Building  and  allow  relocation  of  a  suburban   tenant   to 
downtown   Boston   in   conformance  with   the  President's 
Urban  Policy  as   expressed   in  Executive  Order    12072, 
"Federal   Space  Management,"   dated  August    16,    1978. 

The   new  building   containing  approximately   638,050 
occupiable   square    feet    or    about   960,380   gross    square 
feet  will  provide   approximately   483,000   square  feet   of 
agency   space  and   house   aproximately  3,000   employees. 
Basement   parking  will   be  provided  for   about    285 
vehicles.      Parking   spaces   will   be   allocated   to 
official  Government   vehicles,    visitors  and  handicapped 
persons.      There   will   be  no  parking   provided   for 
employees. 

The  four   sites   under   consideration   are    (Figure    IJ 

Site  A  -   bounded  by  Washington  and  Essex  Streets, 
Norfolk   Place,    and  Harrison  Avenue 

Site  K   -   bounded  by  Tremont,    Boylston,   Washington,    and 
Avery  Streets    [excluding   the  Masonic  Temple  at 
Tremont   and  Boylston  Streets} 

Site   L   -    bounded   by  Summer,   Kingston,    Essex  and 
Lincoln  Streets 

Site   P   -   bounded   by  Causeway,   Getting  and   Billerica 
Streets   and  the   Boston  Garden 

II.         AFFECTED   ENVIRONMENT 

Three   of   the  four   sites   under   consideration    (A,   K,    and 
LJ    are   all   located   within   the  C.B.D.    about    three 
blocks  from  1001   location   in   downtown  Boston.      Site  A 
is    located   on  the  fringe   of    the  adult    entertainment 
district,    just   south  of   the  Retail  District,    and 
northwest    of   Chinatown.      Site   K  faces   Boston  Common 
across   Tremont   Street,    is   also   on  the   fringe  of   the 
adult    entertainment   district   and   just    south  of    the 


ii 


lil 


Retail  District.   Site  L  is  located  a  few  blocks  east 
of  the  Retail  District  northeast  of  Chinatown  and  on 
the  fringes  of  the  Financial  District.   Site  P  is 
located  in  the  North  Station  area  three  blocks  north 
of  the  C.B.D.  and  seven  blocks  from  the  100%        * 
location.   CFigure  1) 

The  four  alternative  sites  lie  within  or  adjacent  to 
six  urban  renewal  areas:   Bedford  West/Lafayette 
Place;  Boylston-Essex;  Park  Plaza;  South  Station; 
South  Cove;  Government  Center.   In  addition,  the 
Downtown  Crossing,  Theatre  District,  North  Station 
development  plan,  several  new  office  buildings  and  the 
expanding  Chinese  community  are  all  important 
redevelopment  forces  within  the  vicinity  of  the  four 
sites . 

Entrepreneurs  of  exisitng  and  proposed  retail 
development  in  the  lower  Washington  Street  area  near 
the  adult  entertainment  district  have  expressed  tneir 
support  of  the  Federal  Building  being  located  on  a 
site  in  that  area  to  serve  as  an  anchor  and  catalyst 
for  further  development  and  the  social  and  economic 
upgrading  of  the  area. 

Several  historic  preservation  and  other  community 
groups  have  registered  their  opposition  to  Site  K 
because  of  the  potential  demolition  of  historic 
buildings  which  utilization  of  that  site  would  involve 
and  because  of  concern  that  the  proposed  Federal 
Building  would  be  a  high  rise  structure  which  (IJ 
would  encourage  and  open  the  way  for  other  high  rise 
development  around  the  Boston  Common  and  Public  Garden 
and  C2}  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  Boston 
Common  with  its  shadow  and  by  virtue  of  the  increased 
pedestrian  traffic  which  would  be  introduced  to  the 
area. 

Site  L  developed  as  a  combination  of  new  and  old 
construction  to  meet  the  Federal  need  is  the  preferred 
site  of  local  preservationists  and  the  only  site 
finally  identified  by  the  Advisory  Council  On  Historic 
Preservation  as  having  "excellent  potential"  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act 
of  1976. 
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While  consideration  of  Site  A  has  generated  little 
opposition,  its  potential  for  use  or  other  development 
has  resulted  in  little  expressed  support  for  its 
utilization  for  the  Federal  project.   Several  parties 
have  indicated  an  interest  in  purchasing  it  including 
the  Chinese  community  which  is  in  dire  need  of 
additional  housing  units  for  which  there  are  few 
available  properties  in  the  proximity  of  Chinatown 
which  they  could  acquire  to  meet  that  need. 

The  City,  local  entrepreneurs  and  businessmen's 
organizations  in  the  North  Station  area  and  others 
opposed  to  some  of  the  other  sites  have  expressed 
support  for  Site  P  where  the  Federal  Building  is  also 
envisioned  as  a  catalyst  for  the  redevelopment  and 
rehabilitation  projected  in  the  City's  North  Station 
Development  Plan  CSafdie  Plan). 

All  four  sites  have  adequate  supplies  of  low  and 
moderate  income  housing  available  on  a 
non-discriminatory  basis  within  walking  distance. 

A  Memorandum  of  Agreement  was  entered  into  by  GSA,  the 
Advisory  Council  On  Historic  Preservation  and  the 
Massachusetts  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
tSHPO)  in  December  1979  and  ratified  by  the  Chairman 
of  the  Council  in  January  1980.   In  accordance  with 
said  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  GSA  consulted  with  the 
Massachusetts  SHPO  and  the  Council  on  May  7,  1980  to 
determine  what  adverse  effects  selection  of  any  one  of 
the  four  sites  currently  under  consideration  might 
have  on  properties  included  in  or  eligible  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.   As  a  result  of  that  meeting,  it  is  the 
opinion  of  the  Council  (.Section  XV,  Appendix  NJ  that 
selection  of  any  one  of  the  sites  may  have  a  direct  or 
secondary  adverse  effect  on  historic  resources; 
construction  on  the  North  Station  site,  which  would 
not  require  demolition  of  any  buildings  on-site  that 
may  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Register,  would  be  the  only  alternative  that  would 
avoid  such  adverse  effects  but  would  require 
consideration  of  the  effect  of  project  design  on  the 
adjacent  Bulfinch  Triangle  Historic  Distric;  selection 


of  site  A  may  also  avoid  direct  adverse  effects  on 
historic  resources  but  must  consider  resources 
directly  adjacent  to  site;  selection  of  either  the 
Tremont  Street  or  Church  Green  site  for  a  development 
program  that  calls  for  site  clearance  would  have  an 
adverse  effect  on  properties  included  in  the  National 
Register. 

The  construction  of  a  new  FOB  will  result  in  the 
temporary  impacts  normally  associated  with  building 
construction.   There  will  be  a  temporary  impact  on  the 
office  space  leasing  market  in  Boston  due  to  the 
release  of  space  leased  by  the  Government,  and  a 
minimal  impact  on  the  City's  tax  base. 

Though  there  will  be  demands  on  community  services  and 
utilities,  the  impacts  will  not  be  significant  when 
compared  to  total  system  capacities.   All  sites  are 
served  by  all  necessary  utilities. 

Minor  changes  in  employee  commuting  habits  may  result, 
but  this  is  not  expected  to  be  significant,  as  the 
majority  of  employees  to  be  housed  in  the  building 
already  work  in  the  downtown  area. 

Traffic  volumes  will  increase  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
sites  as  a  consequence  of  the  project  and  would  be  due 
primarily  to  private  transportation.   Air  pollutants 
levels  are  predicted  to  increase  when  considered 
against  the  alternative  of  no  action.   However,  these 
levels  are  not  projected  to  be  in  violation  of  air 
quality  standards.   Stationary  source  pollutants  {.SO  2 
and  TSP  will  be  minimized  either  by  the  use  of  steam 
or  by  utilization  of  a  power  source  meeting  Department 
of   Environmental  Quality  Engineering  Standards.   The 
impact  of  vehicle  generated  pollutants  CTSP,  NO  2,  and 
CO)  except  for  carbon  monoxide  will  be  negligible. 
Analysis  of  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  using  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration's  CALINE  2  Nomographic 
procedure  predicted  no  violations  of  the  peak  hour 
standard  of  35  parts  per  million  around  any  of  the 
sites  under  consideration  for  the  1980  to  1999  period 
whether  or  not  the  facility  is  constructed.   The  lower 
8  Hour  hourly  average  standard  is  currently  exceeded 
in  the  vicinity  of  Site  P  and  also  in  the  vicinity  of 
Site  K.   The  model  predicts  that  due  to  the  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Emmission  Control  Program  and  the 
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Massachusetts  Vehicle  Inspection  and  Maintenance 
Program  the  standard  will  be  met  by  1985  (.the 
projected  date  of  completion  o£  the  facility)  whether 
the  facility  is  constructed  or  not. 

Construction  activity  would  temporarily  affect  ambient 
air  quality,  increase  noise  levels,  and  disrupt 
traffic  flows  at  the  four  sites.   Construction  related 
parameters  are  not  critical  and  although  they  would 
vary  somewhat  between  sites  A,  K,  L  and  P,  they  would 
not  be  sufficiently  different  from  site  to  site  to 
cause  one  site  to  have  a  significant  advantage  over 
another.   Noise  and  dust  levels  will  be  controlled 
during  construction  according  to  applicable  safety 
requirements.   The  ordinary  operation  of  the  facility 
will  not  be  a  significant  source  of  noise.   Background 
noise  levels  are  higher  at  Site  P  (LIO  of  90)  tnan  at 
the  other  sites  CLIO  of  78)  due  to  the  proximity  of 
the  Green  Line  Elevated,  the  Commuter  Rail,  and  the 
Expressway. 

The  proposed  facility  will  have  a  beneficial  economic 
impact  on  the  immediate  area  of  all  the  sites.   The 
adopted  land  use  plan  and  zoning  for  sites  A,  K,  and  L 
are  compatible  with  the  proposed  project  and  no 
problem  is  anticipated  in  effecting  the  necessary 
zoning  change  to  accommodate  the  building  on  Site  P. 

A  Summary  Matrix  displaying  the  environmental 
considerations  relevant  to  the  final  four  alternative 
sites  are  included  as  Table  1. 

IXj.   LIST  OF  FEDERAL,  STATE.  AND  LOCAL  AGENCIES  FROM  WHICH 
COMMENTS  HAVE  BEEN  RECEIVED: 

Federal 

A.  Environmental   Protection  Agency 

B.  Federal   Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

C.  Department   of  Health  and  Human  Services    (formerly 
Department    of  Health,    Education  and  Welfare)    - 
Office  of    the  Regional   Director 

D.  Department    of  Health  and  Human  Services    (.formerly 


Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare)  - 
Social  Security  Administration 

E.  Department  of  the  Interior 

F.  Department  of  Labor 

G.  Small  Business  Administration 
State 

H.  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

I.  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 

Local 

J.  Boston   Landmarks  Commission 

K.  Boston  Preservation  Alliance 

L.  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

M.  Massachusetts   Bay  Transportation  Authority 

N.  Mayor's  Office  of   Cultural  Affairs 

0.      Metropolitan  Area   Planning  Council    (.Areawide 
Clearinghouse) 

P.      Society  of  Architectural  Historians,    New  England 
Chapter 

Q.      Washington   and   Trempnt  Street  Neighborhood 
Association 

R.  Conservation   Law  Foundation 

S.  Massachusetts  Rehabilitation  Hospital 

T.  Mondev   International   Ltd. 

U.  Downtown  North  Association 

V.      Massachusetts   State   Building   and   Construction 
Trades  Council 

W.      Massachusetts  Labor  Management  Construction 
Committee 
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X.      League  of  Women  Voters   of   Boston 

Y.      Filene's 

Z.   Chinese  Economic  Development  Council,  Inc. 

W.      DISTRIBUTION  LIST  FOR  THE  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

A.   Federal 

Mr.    Bruce   Blanchard 
Office  of   Environmental  Review 
Department   of   the   Interior 
Washington,    DC      20240 

Mr.    William  N.    Hedeman,    Jr. 

Director, 

Office  of   Environmental  Review 

Environmental   Protection  Agency 

401  M.    Street   SW,   Mail   Code  A-104 

Washington,    DC      20460 

Mr.    Robert  J.    Stem 
Acting  Director 
Division  of  NEPA  Affairs 
Department   of   Energy 
Mail   Station   E-201,    GTN 
Washington,    DC     02545 

Mr.    Thomas  King 

Director   of   Cultural  Resource  Preservation 
Advisory  Council    on  Historic  Preservation 
1522   K   Street,    NW,    Suite    430 
Washington,    DC      20005 

Mr.    Charles   Custard 

Director 

Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

200  Independence  Avenue,  S.W.  Rm.  537F 

Washington,  D.C.  20201 

Honorable  Edward  M.  Kennedy 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  DC   20510 

Honorable  Paul  Tsongas 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  DC   20510 
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Honorable  Thomas  P.  O'Neill,  Jr. 
Speaker  of  the  House 
House  o£  Representatives 
Washington,  DC   20515 

Honorable  Brian  J.  Donnelly 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC   20515 

Honorable  John  J.  Moakley 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC   20515 

Committee  on  Environment  and  Public  Works 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  DC   20510 

Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC   20515 

William  Patterson 

Regional  Environmental  Officer 

Department  of  the  Interior,  Northeast  Region 

15  State  Street 

Boston,  MA  02109 

Mr.  Wallace  E.  Stickney,  PE 

Director,  Environmental  and  Economic  Impact  Office 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  1 

John  F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building,  Rm.  2203 

Boston,  MA  02203 

Mr.  Chesley  Russell 
Chief  Design  and  Engineering,  ROFEC 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
John  F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building,  Rm.  1500 
Boston,  MA   02203 

Mr.  Timothy  M.  Barnicle 

Regional  Administrator  of  Employment  and  Training 

U.S.  Department  of  Labor 

Employment  and  Training  Administration 

John  F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building,  Rm.  17  07 

Boston,  MA  02203 
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Mr.  Stanley  C.  Weinberg,  Jr. 
Regional  Administrator 
U.S.  Small  Business  Administration 
60  Batterymarch  Street,  10th  floor 
Boston,  MA  02110 

Mr.  William  J.  P.  Cleary 

Boston  Construction  Coordinating  Committee 

U.  S.  Department  of  Labor 

John  F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building 

Boston,  MA  02203 

Mr.  James  T.  Mclntyre,  Jr. 

Director 

Offi  ce  of   Management   and   Budget 

Executive  Office   Building 

Washington,   D.C.      20503 

Mr.    Shelly  S.    Friedman 

Regional   Director 

Department   of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

John  F.    Kennedy  Federal   Building,   Rm.    800 

Boston,   MA      02203 

Mr.    George  McCarthy 
Regional  Representative 
Department   of   Transportation 
55    Broadway 
Cambridge,    MA     02142 

B.      State 

Honorable  Edward  J.    King 
Governor   of  Massachusetts 
State  House 
Boston,    MA     02133 

Mr.    Curt  Danforth 

Director   of   State  Clearinghouse 

Executive  Office  of   Communities   and  Development 

100  Cambridge   Street,   Room   1404 

Boston,   MA      02202 

Ms.    Patricia  L.   Weslowski 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

294  Washington  Street 

Boston,   MA     02ia8 
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Mr.    John  A.    Bewick 

Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

100   Cambridge   Street 

Boston,    MA     02113 

ATTN:    MEPA  Unit 

Honorable   Barney  Frank 
House   of  Representatives 
Committee   on  Ways  and  Means 
State  House 
Boston,    MA     02133 

Mr.    Barry  M.    Locke 

Secretary  of   Transportation   and  Construction 

One  Ashburton  Place 

Boston,   MA     02108 

Honorable   Sherman  W.    Saltmarsh,    Jr. 
House   of  Representatives 
Committee   on  Transportation 
State  House 
Boston,    MA     02133 

DEQE 

Met.    Boston/Northeast   Regional   Office 

323  New  Boston  Street 

Woburn,    MA     01801 

Metropolitan  District  Commission 

20    Somerset   Street 

Boston,    MA     02108 

Attn:      Environmental   Planning  Office 

Division  of  Water   Pollution  Control 
110   Tremont   Street 
Boston,    MA     02108 

Division   of  Air   Quality  Control 
Mobile   Service   Planning  Branch 
600  Washington   Street 
Boston,    MA     02111 

Department   of   Public  Works 
Environmental   Section 
100   Nashua  Street 
Boston,    MA     02114 


Massachusetts  Aeronautics  Commission 

General  Aviation  Terminal 

Logan  Airport 

East  Boston,  MA  02128 

DPW,  District  8 
400  D  Street 
Boston,  MA  02210 
C.   Local 

Honorable  Kevin  H.  White 

Mayor  of  Boston 

City  Hall 

One  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  MA  02201 

Mr.  Robert  J.  Ryan 

Director,  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

City  Hall 

One  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  MA  02201 

Mr.  Richard  Dempsey 

Director  of  Construction 

Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

50  High  Street 

Boston,  MA   02110 

Mr.  Peter  Lynch 
MBTA  Development  Office 
58  Day  Street 
Somerville,  MA  02144 

Mr.  Donald  E.  Megathlin,  Jr. 

Executive  Director 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

44  School  Street 

Boston,  MA  02108 

Honorable  Eugene  Brune 
Mayor  of  Somerville 
City  Hall 

93  Highland  Avenue 
Somerville,  MA  02143 

Mr.  James  L.  Sullivan 

City  Manager 

City  Hall 

79  5   Massachusetts  Avenue 

Cambridge,    MA     02139 
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Conservation  Commission 
City  Hall  Annex 
57  Inman  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02139 

Conservation  Commission 
City  Hall 

93  Highland  Avenue 
Somerville,  MA  02143 

Planning  Board 
City  Hall  Annex 
57  Inman  Street 
Cambridge,  MA  02139 

Mr.  William  Fothergill 
Chairman,  Planning  Board 
City  Hall 

93  Highland  Avenue 
Somerville,  MA  02143 

Conservation  Commission 
City  Hall 

One  City  Hall  Square 
Boston,  MA  02201 

Ms.  Karen  Alschuler 
Skidmore,  Owings  and  Merrill 
334  Boylston  Street 
Boston,  MA  02116 

Ms.  Pauline  Chase  Harrell 

Chairwoman 

Boston  Landmarks  Commission 

Boston  City  Hall,  Room  944 

Boston,  MA  02201 

Patrick  Shelton 

General  Manager 

Mayor's  Office  of  Cultural  Affairs 

182  Tremont  Street 

Boston,  MA  02111 

Mr.  Leslie  Larson 

Chairman,  Preservation  Committee 

Society  of  Architectural  Historians 

New  England  Chapter 

141  Cambridge  Street 

Boston,  MA  02114 
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Mr.  Roger  S.  Webb 

Chairman,  Federal  Office  Building  Committee 

Boston  Preservation  Alliance 

City  Hall,  Room  944 

Boston,  MA  02201 
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V.  A  SUMMARY  OF  MAJOR  ALTERNATIVES  CONSIDERED: 

A.  No  Action 

The  no  action   alternative   is   not   considered    to   be   a 
viable   choice  by  GSA.      Failure   to   take   any   action 
would  mean  that   Federal    agencies   would  continue    to 
operate    in  various   leased  space   scattered   throughout 
the  City  of   Boston,    at   a   high  cost    to   the  Federal 
Government,    and   in  many  instances   suffer    from  space 
limitations. 

B.  Acquisition   of   Space    in   an  Existing   Building   for 
Consolidation  of   Present   Leased  Locations. 

As   a    solution    to   the    consolidation   of   agencies   now   in 
leased  space,    the  possibility   of    acquiring   a  privately 
owned   building/buildings   was   considered.      A   survey  was 
made   of   several    buildings   in   the   downtown    area   but    no 
one   building    or   combination   of    buildings    in  reasonably 
close  proximity    to    one   another   within  the   delineated 
area   was    found   which  could  provide   the  required 
638,000   square   feet    of   occupiable   area.      Therefore 
this   was   not   a   feasible   alternative. 

C.  Extension  of   Existing  Government-owned   Buildings 
for   Consolidation   of   Present   Leased   Locations. 

The  Government-owned   general    purpose  buildings   do   not 
satisfy  all   of   the  Federal    space  requirements   in 
Boston.      Because  of    physical,    structural   or    site 
limitations,    none    can  be   expanded    to   provide   the 
additional   space  required    to   consolidate   agencies   now 
in   leased    space. 

D.  Alternative   Sites    for  New  Construction 

Fifteen   sites    were  explored  by  GSA  to   locate  the   new 
FOB.      After   a  public  hearing,    physical    inspection,    an 
anaylsis    of    advantages   and  disadvantages,    the    sites 
were   reduced    to    seven,    then   to    three.      At    the  Mayor's 
and   the   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority's    request,    a 
fourth   site  was   added   for   consideration. 

VI.  DATE  DRAFT  AND  FINAL  STATEMENTS  MADE  AVAILABLE  TO  THE  ENVIRCMIEMAL 
PROTECTION  AGENCY  AND  THE  PUBLIC: 

Draft  Statement:       March  31,   1978 

Additioial  Environmental  Data:       May  31,   1979 

Final  Statement:       July  9,   1980 
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FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

I.   INTRODUCTION 

A.  Purpose  and  Objectives 

Pursuant  to  the  Public  Buildings  Act  of  1959,  as 
amended,  the  General  Services  Administration  CGSA), 
provides  for  the  facility  and  space  needs  of  various 
Federal  agencies.   Under  this  authority  and  in 
accordance  with  a  resolution  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  Transportation  of  the  United  States 
House  of  Representatives  in  September  1977,  GSA  has 
investigated  the  space  needs  of  Federal  agencies  in 
the  Boston,  Massachusetts  area.  Based  on  this 
investigation,  GSA  is  proposing  the  construction  of  a 
new  Federal  Office  Building  to  house  agencies 
presently  located  in  leased  office  space  in  the 
Boston  Area.   This  proposal  is  made  after  extensive 
analysis  and  evaluation  of  the  feasibility  of 
alternatives,  including  acquisition  and  utilization 
of  an  historically,  architecturally,  or  culturally 
significant  building  or  buildings. 

B.  Community  Profile 

Boston,  the  largest  city  in  New  England  and  tne 
capital  of  Massachusetts,  is  located  in  eastern 
Massachusetts  on  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  about  220  miles 
northeast  of  New  York  City.  (Figure  2)   The  1970 
population  was  641,071  for  the  city  and  2,753,700  for 
the  metropolitan  area.   Boston  is  the  center  of  the 
commercial,  financial,  wholesale  and  retail  trade, 
and  service  activity  for  all  of  New  England.   The 
city  is  also  the  headquarters  location  of  the  New 
England  Region  for  most  Federal  agencies.   Of  all 
GSA- controlled  space  occupied  by  Federal  agencies  in 
the  Region,  roughly  251  is  in  Boston. 

C .  Background  of  Proposal 

The  John  F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building,  completed  in 
1966,  was  intended  to  accommodate  the  space 
requirements  of  most  of  the  Federal  agencies  then 
occupying  leased  space  in  Boston.   Since  that  time, 
however,  many  new  programs  have  been  initiated  and 
many  new  agencies  created,  resulting  in  continually 
expanding  space  requirements.   The  existing  Federal 
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Buildings  have   not   been  able   to   accommodate   these 
needs,   and   the   agencies   either  have  been   housed    in 
leased  space  or  other    agencies  have  been  relocated   to 
leased    space   in  order   to  provide  the  necessary  space 
in  Government- owned  buildings. 

In   addition   to   space   in   five  GSA   owned   buildings, 
Federal    agencies   presently   occupy  about    565,000 
square   feet   of    general    purpose   leased    space  at 
various   locations   scattered   throughout   the   Boston 
area.      The  proposed   Federal   Office   Building  would 
provide   centralized,    efficient   first-class  space   for 
these   agencies    in  addition  to   the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  which   is   presently  located   in  the  suburban 
community  of  Newton,   and  would  relieve   the  burden   of 
administering   numerous   lease   contracts.      It   would  be 
constructed   on   a  site   to  be  acquired  within   a 
delineated  area   covering  most   of    downtown  Boston, 
including   the  North  Station   and   South  Station   areas. 
CFigure   3) 

II.      DESCRIPTION   OF   THE   PROPOSED  PROJECT 

The  proposed  Federal  Office   Building   will    contain 
approximately   638,050   occupiable   square   feet,    that   is 
about   960,380   gross  square  feet.      For   a   minimum 
required    site   of   approximately   55,000   square   feet, 
the  building   would  have   up   to    22  floors  above   ground 
and   three  basement    levels,    including  a   100,000   square 
foot   parking   garage.    The   estimated  population  of   the 
building   at   the   time  of   occupancy   is   about   3,000. 

The   occupiable   area   is   divided  as  follows: 

Square   Feet        Personnel 

Agency  Space 

Building   Service 

Custodial 

Reserve   for   future   expansion 

Parking   garage 

Multi-use   space 

TOTAL  OCCUPIABLE  AREA 


Building   service   areas  include   conference   rooms, 
vending  facilities,   cafeteria,  minority- operated 
concessions,    communications  facilities,    a  health 
unit,    a  mail  room,    an  information   center,    and   Federal 
Protective  Service  facilities.      The  multi-use   space 
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22,050 
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2,966 
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3,000 

is  provided  to  encourage  public  access  and  to  provide 
multi-purpose  space  which  can  be  utilized  for 
community,  cultural,  educational,  or  recreational 
activities,  as  required  by  the  Public  Buildings 
Cooperative  Use  Act  of  1976. 

The  agency  space  is  proposed  to  be  assigned  as  shown 
in  the  accompanying  list.   (Table  II) 

These  agencies  are  presently  housed  in  various 
government- owned  and  leased  locations  scattered 
throughout  the  Boston  Metropolitan  Area.   (Figure  4) 
Three  are  located  in  the  John  F.  Kennedy  Federal 
Building,  and  are  to  be  relocated  to  the  new  building 
for  the  dual  purpose  of  resolving  their  own  space 
problems  and  providing  expansion  space  for  other 
agencies.   One  is  located  in  the  surburban  community 
of  Newton.   This  agency  is  to  be  relocated  to 
downtown  Boston  in  conformance  with  the  President's 
Urban  Policy  as  implemented  by  Executive  Order 
12072.   The  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  is  presently 
located  in  the  J.W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and 
Courthouse.   The  remaining  agencies  to  be  housed  in 
the  new  building  are  presently  located  in  leased 
space  in  the  downtown  Boston  area. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  these  proposed  space 
assignments  are  tentative  for  planning  purposes  in 
determining  the  required  size  of  the  new  building. 
There  may  be  reassignments  of  agency  space  between 
Government- owned  and  leased  space  before  the  proposed 
building  is  completed,  so  that  agencies  other  than 
those  listed  above  may  finally  be  assigned  to  the  new 
building.   Regardless  of  this,  the  building  will 
achieve  its  major  objectives,  which  are  to 
consolidate  agencies  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable,  and  to  minimize  the  amount  of  leased 
space  required . 

The  basement  parking  garage  will  provide  spaces  for 
about  285  vehicles.   The  spaces  will  be  for  official 
Government  vehicles,  visitors,  and  handicapped 
persons;  no  employee  parking  is  to  be  provided. 

The  building  will  be  designed  to  be  accessible  to  the 
handicapped.   it  will  comply  with  all  applicable  fire 
safety  and  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  (OSHA)  regulations.   Energy 
conservation  measures  will  be  included,  in 
conformance  with  the  GSA  publication  Energy 
Conservation  Design  Guidelines  for  New  Office 
Buildings.   These  guidelines  were  developed  for  GSA 
by  three  consulting  firms,  with  input  from 
architects,  engineers,  and  industry.   They  suggest 
methods  by  which  new  buildings  may  be  designed  to 
achieve  up  to  60%  savings  in  energy  consumption  over 
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SCALE 


1  PARK  SQUARE  BLDG.  -  31  ST.  JAMES  AVE. 

2  BULFINCH  BLDG.  -  15  NEW  CHARDON  ST. 

3  NEW  STUDIO  BLDG.  -  110  TREMONT  ST. 
h  Uh\    STUART  ST. 

5  ANALEX  BLDG.  -  150  CAUSEWAY  ST. 

6  100  SUMMER  ST. 

7  THREE  CENTER  PLAZA 

8  BATTERYMARCH  BLDG,  -  8?  BROAD  ST. 

9  UNITED  SHOE  MACHINERY  BLDG.  -  140  FEDERAL  ST. 

10  S^tS  TECH  SQUARE,  CAMBRIDGE 

11  575  TECH  SQUARE,  CAMBRIDGE 

12  TWO  CENTER  PLAZA 

13  FED.  HOME  LOAN  BANK  BLDG.  -  ONE  UNION  ST. 
\h  BOSTON  STOCK  EXCHANGE  BLDG.  -  53  STATE  ST. 
15  55  COURT  ST.^ 
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LEASED    BY    GSA 


conventional    construction  methods.      Purposely 
constructed   in  a    combination  of   guidelines  and 
performance   terms,    the   consultant's   recommendations 
permit   architects  and  engineers   the  greatest   latitude 
of    design   to    encourage   innovation    in  response   to 
energy  conservation  principles. 

A  Preliminary  Energy  Analysis   has   been  performed  and 
a  preliminary   energy  performance   design  goal    of 
31,000    BTU's   per   square   foot  per  year  has   been 
established  by  GSA  for   the  proposed   structure.      This 
should  be   compared    to    a   75,000    BTU  per   square   foot 
GSA  goal   for   an  existing    structure  or   to  an  actual 
consumption   of   an   average  building   of    150,000    BTU's 
per  square   foot   per  year.      Co- generation,    passive 
solar  treatment,    extensive   use  of    insulation,   heat 
reclamation,   minimized   glazing,    high  efficiency  air 
handling   systems,    and    utilization   of   an  Energy 
Monitoring  and  Control   System  will   be   evaluated  along 
with   other   technologies    to    attain  the  new  goal. 

III.       DESCRIPTION   OF   THE   ENVIRONMENT  AND   ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS 

A.        Community  Land  Use   and   Plans 

1.        Delineated  Area  and  Site  Selection  Process 

The   delineated   area    (DA)   within  which   the  new  Federal 
Office   Building   is   proposed   to  be   constructed  was 
determined    using  standard  GSA  Area  Delineation  Model 
procedures.      Out   of    325   census    tracts   in  the    initial 
study   area,   four   tracts   in   downtown   Boston  were 
selected  as   best  meeting    the  requirements   of   the 
proposed   project.      These   include  the  mission   and 
program  requirements   of   the  executive   agencies    to  be 
housed   therein,    zoning  for   high-rise   development, 
location  of    historic  districts,    availability   of 
purchase    steam,    proximity  to   the  Government  Center 
area,    and   availability  of   public    transportation.      The 
delineated   area  was    refined    to    exclude  Boston  Common, 
the   Public  Garden,   and   the   areas    south  of   the 
Massachusetts  Turnpike    (1-90)    and   east    of   the 
Fitzgerald   Expressway   Cl-93).      It  was   later   further 
revised    to    include  the  North  Station   and   South 
Station   areas,   and   to   exclude   Park   Square  and   the 
South  Cove. 


A  site  investigation  was  conducted,  pursuant  to  GSA  Order 
PBS  P  1600. 5A,  on  February  1  and  2,  1979,  for  purposes  of 
investigating  fifteen  sites  within  the  delineated  area  which 
had  been  identified  to  GSA  for  consideration  (.Figure  3)  as  a 
result  of  newspaper  advertisements  and  a  public  hearing  held 
on  January  31,  1979.   Each  site  was  physically  inspected  and 
discussed  in  detail  by  GSA's  site  investigation  team  prior 
t9  a  decision  for  elimination  or  further  consideration.   The 
site  investigation  team  of  eleven  persons  included  planners, 
appraisers,  realty  specialists,  and  civil  engineers. 
Criteria  used  in  the  team's  evaluation  included  site  size, 
location,  configuration,  geology,  improvements, 
architectural  or  historical  significance,  zoning,  impact  on 
surrounding  structures,  transportation  accessibility, 
relocation  requirements  for  present  owners  and  tenants,  and 
any  other  obvious  advantages  or  disadvantages  including 
socio  economic  impacts.   By  applying  these  criteria,  the 
original  list  of  fifteen  sites  was  reduced  to  seven. 
Further  review  of  these  seven  sites  using  the  same  criteria 
in  greater  detail  resulted  in  the  selection  of  three  of  the 
alternate  sites  discussed  in  this  report.   These  three  sites 
(Figure  1)  are: 

Site  A  -  bounded  by  Washington  and  Essex  Streets, 
Norfolk  Place,  and  Harrison  Avenue, 

Site  K  -  bounded  by  Tremont,  Boylston, 

Washington,  and  Avery  Streets,  but 
excluding  the  Masonic  Temple  at  Tremont 
and  Boylston  Streets  and 

Site  L  -  bounded  by  Summer,  Kingston,  Essex,  and 
Lincoln  Streets. 

The  fourth  site  under  consideration  was  proposed  to  GSA  by 
Mayor  Kevin  White  and  Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director  of  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  in  January  of  1980,  as  part  of  the 
North  Station  Redevelopment  Plan  C'Safdie  Plan").   (Figure  1 
and  103.   It  has  been  designated  Site  P. 

Site  P  -  bounded  approximately  by  Causeway 
Street,  Billerica  Street,  Cotting  Street,  and  the  Boston 
Garden. 
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2.        Central   Business  District 

Most   o£  Boston's  Central   Business  District    (C.B.D.) 
is    located   within   the   delineated   area.      The  C.B.D. 
includes,    roughly  from  north   to   south,   Government 
Center,    the  Financial   District,    the  Retail   District, 
Chinatown,    the   South  Cove,    and   Park   Square.    (Figure 
5).      Within  Government  Center   are   located  numerous 
Federal,    State,    and  local    government   buildings.      The 
Retail   District    includes  most    of  Boston's  major 
department   stores  and  many  smaller   ones.      The 
Financial   District    lies   east    of   the  Retail   District, 
and    is   bounded   roughly  by  Devonshire   Street,    State 
Street,    and    the  Fitzgerald  Expressway.      It   includes 
the  John  W.   McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 
along  with  many  financial    institutions.      Chinatown 
lies    to  the   south  of   the  Retail  District,    roughly 
between  Essex  Street,   Washington  Street,    the 
Fitzgerald   Expressway,    and  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike.      The   area    includes  many  restaurants,    shops, 
and  residences.      The  "adult   entertainment   district" 
is   located   along  Washington   Street   between  Stuart   and 
Bedford   Streets,    and   contains  many  bars,    nightclubs, 
and  movie   theaters.      Along  Washington   and   Tremont 
Streets   is   the  theater   district  and   to  the  west    lies 
South  Cove  bounded   roughly  by  Berkeley,    Stuart,    and 
Tremont   Streets  and  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike.      It 
contains   a  mix  of    small  residences,    shops,    and 
offices.      Park   Square   comprises   the   remainder   of   the 
C.B.D.,    and    is   bounded   by  Boylston,    Tremont,    Stuart, 
and  Berkeley  Streets.      In  this   area  are  located  bus 
depots,    restaurants,    shops,    and    several   large   hotels 
and  office  buildings. 

Sites  A,    K,    and   L   are    all   located   within   the  C.B.D. 
Site  A   is   located  on  the   fringe  of   the   adult 
entertainment   district,    just   south  of    the  Retail 
District,    and  northwest   of   Chinatown.      Site   K  faces 
Boston  Common    across   Tremont  Street,    is    also   on   the 
fringe  of   the   adult    entertainment   district,    and  just 
south  of    the  Retail   District.      It   is   immediately 
adjacent    to  the   Park   Square   area   to  the  west.      Site  L 
is    located   a   few  blocks   east    of   the  Retail   District, 
northeast   of   Chinatown,    and  on  the   fringes   of   the 
Financial   District   and    the  South  Station 
Manufacturing  and  Commercial  District.      All   three 
sites   are    located   about   three  blocks   from   the   corner 
of   Summer   and  Washington  Streets,    generally 
considered    the  "100^   location"    in   downtown   Boston. 
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Site   P  is   located   in  the  North  Station   area,    3   blocks 
north   o£   the  C.B.D.    and    7  blocks   from   the   100% 
location.    (.Figure   63 

3.        Urban  Renewal  Areas   and  Redevelopment  Projects 

The  delineated  area   encompasses   all    or  part   of   seven 
urban  renewal    areas:      Government  Center, 
Waterfront/Faneuil  Hall,    School-Franklin,    Bedford 
West/Lafayette   Place,    Boylston-Essex,    Park  Plaza,   and 
South  Station.    (Figure   7).      Immediately   adjacent   to 
the   delineated   area   are   four   additional    urban  renewal 
areas:     West   End,    South  Cove,   New  York  Streets,   and 
South  End.      The  four    alternate   sites    lie  within  or 
adjacent   to   six   urban  renewal    areas:      Bedford 
West/Lafayette   Place,    Boylston-Essex,    Park  Plaza, 
South  Station,    South  Cove,    and  Government  Center.      In 
addition,   the  Downtown  Crossing,    Theatre  District, 
and  North  Station  redevelopment   projects,    several    new 
office  buildings,    and   the   expanding  Chinese   community 
are    important   redevelopment   forces   within  the 
immediate   vicinity  of   the  four   sites. 

Bedford  West/Lafayette  Place,   located   in  the   retail 
core   of   the  C.B.D. ,    originally  covered    the  block 
bounded  by  Washington  and   Bedford  Streets,   Harrison 
Avenue   Extension,   and  Norfolk  Place.      It   included 
retail,    office,    commercial    development,   a   hotel, 
underground  parking  for   900  cars,    street 
improvements,    and  utility  adjustments.      Largely 
prompted   by  the  new  Jordan  Marsh  building,    the  plan 
has   been  expanded   to   include   the   area   covered  by   the 
former  Jordan  Marsh  Annex,    the   site   of   the  former 
Hayward  Place  parking  garage,    vacant   land  owned  by 
Boston   Edison   to   the   east    of   Chauncy   Street,    and 
construction  of    a  new   street   connecting    the  South 
Station   area   with  Washington   Street.      Also   included 
is  a   six  year  C.B.D.    public   improvements   program 
including  mini-parks   and    street   adjustments,    and 
improvements    to  the  Washington,    Essex,   and   Park 
Street   subway  stations.      Pedestrian  and   street 
improvements  have  been  undertaken  along  Washington, 
Summer,    Chauncy,   and  Arch  Streets   in   the  vicinity  of 
the  new  Jordan  Marsh,   Charlestown  Savings   Bank,    and 
Union  Warren  Savings   Bank  buildings.      Demolition   of 
the  Jordan  Marsh  annex   is   complete  and  ground  has 
been  broken   for   a  new  underground  parking   garage. 
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Key   components   o£   the  present   Lafayette   Place  project 
include  a   30  0,000   square   feet    retail    center   and   a 
500- room   hotel,    in   addition   to   the  proposed  new 
arterial    street   and   other   traffic  improvements 
mentioned  above . 

The   Boylston-Essex  project,   which  has    been 
completed,      includes    street    realignment,    open  space, 
commercial    development,    a  new  entrance   to   Essex 
subway   station,    realignment   of   Boylston  Street,    and 
the  new  Liberty  Tree   Park. 

The   Park   Plaza  project   covers    35   acres   in  the    Park 
Square    area,   and    is   now  proposed   as   a   combined 
development   of   private    investment   and  State 
Department   of   Public  Utilities   funds.      Currently 
planned  are    300   apartment   units,   a    480   room   hotel, 
155,000   square   feet   of   retail    space,    1,115,000    square 
feet   of   office   space,   and  parking  for    1250  cars. 
Included    in   the  project    is   an  L-shaped,  mid- rise 
State   Transportation   Building   with  about   600,000 
square    feet    of   office   space,   a   60,000   square    foot 
shopping   arcade,    and  enclosed  parking  for    400  cars. 
Demolition   of   existing   structures    is    presently 
underway,    and   the  City  expects   construction  to   begin 
in   the  Fall  of    1980.      This   complex  would  extend   along 
Charles   Street   and  Stuart   Streei.    to  the    corner   of 
Tremont.      The  project   also    includes   a  mid- rise    hotel 
and  office  building   with    street-level    retail   space 
along   Boylston   Street   between  Arlington    and  Charles 
Streets,    and  a   high-rise   apartment   building  in  the 
triangle  formed   by  Charles   and   Stuart  Streets   and 
Columbus  Ave.      The   "Piano  Row"    buildings   along 
Boylston   Street   between  Charles   and   Tremont  Streets 
(.facing    the  Common)    and   the    Park  Plaza  Hotel    on 
Arlington   Street   between  Providence  Street   and 
Columbus  Ave.,    are  proposed   to   remain. 

The   South  Station  project   provides   for 
transportation,    office,    commercial,    and  parking 
uses.      The  Massachusetts   Bay  Transportation  Authority 
(.MBTA),    funded  by   the  Federal  Railroad  Administration 
(FRA)    and    the  Urban  Mass   Transportation 
Administration    CUMTA) ,    intends    to   completely 
refurbish   the   station   to   create   a  new  Transportation 
Center.      This  Center  will    provide   terminal   facilities 
for   commuter   and    intercity  trains,    rapid   transit,    and 
interstate   bus    lines,    and   is  scheduled  for   completion 
by   1982.      Also    included    in   the  project    is    a    2,000 
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space  parking   garage,    a   600   room   hotel,    and   500,000 
square    feet    of   office    space.      Constructed    to    date   are 
three  office  buildings,    traffic  and  public  utilities 
improvements,    and    street  widenings   and   realignments. 

The  South  Cove   Project   covers   96.5   acres  and   includejs 
residential,    institutional,    commercial    and 
entertainment   uses.      Completed  are   two   residential 
complexes,    a   retail    and   apartment   building,    a 
hotel- retail- garage   complex,    rehabilitation   housing, 
a   church,    elderly  housing,    the  expansion   of   a   high 
school,    the  South  Cove   Plaza,   and   various   community 
facilities.      Underway   are    a   subway   tunnel,    street 
relocation,    water   and   sewer    improvements,    tree 
planting,    and    installation   of   traffic   signs   and 
signals.      Still    proposed  are   several    retail    and 
parking   facilities,    a  Chinese   community  center,   and 
additional    housing  developments.      The  Tufts  New 
England  Medical   Center    (TNEMC)    is   also    included    in 
the  South  Cove  project   area.      Recent  developments   of 
TNEMC  include  a  new  doctor's   building,    a  new  dental 
building,    and  a  parking   garage.      Underway  are  a 
nutrition   research   center  by  the  U.S.    Department   of 
Agriculture,    a  pediatric  hospital   wing   which  will    use 
air    rights    to   bridge   across  Washington   Street,    and 
expansion  of   the  Music  Hall   Theatre.      All   of   the 
anticipated   expansion   of   TNEMC  is   planned    to   occur 
within  a    13   acre   area   south  of   Stuart  Street,   which 
is   covered   by  a   cooperation    agreement   between  TNEMC 
and   the   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  CBRA). 

The  Downtown   Crossing   is    the  new  name   for  the  former 
Boston  Transit  and  Traffic  Improvement   Project.      This 
$4.5  million   project    is    being   carried   out    jointly  by 
the  City,    the  BRA,   and  the  MBTA,   with  Federal  funding 
from   the  Urban  Mass  Transit  Administration    and    the 
Federal  Highway  Administration.      It   includes    the   area 
bounded   by  State,   Court,    Tremont,    Stuart,    and 
Kneeland  Streets  and  the  Central  Artery,   and   consists 
of   three   basic  components:      (1)   new  circulation 
systems   for   buses,    pedestrians,   cars,    taxis,   and 
delivery  trucks,    (ZJ    reconstruction   of  Winter, 
Summer,    and  Washington  Streets,   and    C3J   special 
programs    for    increased   bus    operations,  maintenance, 
enforcement,    promotion,   and  evaluation.      The   new 
circulation  patterns   were    implemented    in  September 
1978,    the    first   phase  of    construction  was   completed 
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in   1979   and   subsequent   phases    are   in  planning.      The 
Downtown  Crossing  project   includes   the  prohibition   of 
private   automobile   traffic   in  a   10  block  area   of    the 
Retail  District,    allowing  for   limited   use   by   trucks, 
taxis,    and   buses    at   various   hours    of    the    day. 

The  Theatre  District  Project   is   a   joint    effort    of   the 
BRA,    the  Mayor's  Office   of   Cultural  Affairs    (0CA3 , 
and  the  Mayor's  Office   of  Federal  Relations   to  solve 
the   physical    and   cultural   problems    of    this   presently 
fragmented   and  rundown   area.      A  major   planning   effort 
began    in  the   Fall   of    1978,    and   the    BRA   issued   its 
preliminary  report  Boston's  Theatre  District:      A 
Program   for  Revitalization    in  May   1979.      The   report 
was   intended  as    both  a  summation   of   planning 
activities    up   to   that    time,   and   as    a   stimulus    towards 
the  realization   of   the  proposed    concepts   and  plans. 
The   report   presented   the    findings    of   a   study 
conducted  by   Benjamin  Thompson   and  Associates, 
architects    of    the   widely- acclaimed  Faneuil   Hall 
Marketplace.      The   firm  was    contracted   by  the   BRA  to 
provide   a   conceptual   plan   for   the  District, 
preliminary  proposals    as   to    how  the   public 
environment    of    the  District    could  be   treated,   and  a 
series    of   alternative  feasibility  studies   for   the 
development   parcel    at   Tremont    and  Stuart   Streets. 
The  Study  identified   and  suggested  development 
schemes    for   three  major   "corners"    to   act    as    foci    for 
the  District:      "Theatre  Corner"    at  Boylston   and 
Tremont   Streets,   "Tremont   Circus"    at   Tremont    and 
Stuart  Streets,    and  "Liberty   Square"    at 
Boylston/Essex  and  Washington  Streets.      The   Study 
also  suggested   development    of   a   pedestrian  path 
through    the  District,    and   development    of    the 
Tremont/Stuart   parcel   with  retail/restaurant/ 
entertainment   uses    on   the    first    two   floors    and 
offices,    housing,    or    a   small    hotel   above.      Also 
suggested   by   the   Study  were   a   hotel    in  the   LaGrange 
Street    area,    a  "greenhouse"    restaurant   abutting   the 
Wilbur   Theatre   on  Tremont   Street,    and   a  "Black   Box" 
experimental  Opera  Company  facility  in  Park   Square. 
The   last   part    of    the   Study  dealt  with  design   of    the 
environment   within  the   public   domain,    and  suggested 
development    of    various    amenities    including  lighting, 
paving  materials,    street  furniture,    information 
kiosks,   neon   lighting,   and   signage.      Other 
recommendations    of   the   study  included  promotion   of 
second  floor   retail    and  restaurant    uses,    the    use   of 
arcades   and   awnings   over   sidewalks,    and  the 
appropriate    use   of  neon   lighting.      All   of    the 
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recommendations  and  proposals   were   intended   to  be  suggestive 
rather   than   definitive.      The  Theatre  District  Report   also 
summarized   the    findings   of   surveys   which  had   recently  been 
completed   by  the   BRA  of    building  uses,    building  vacancies, 
building   conditions,    buildings   of    architectural    and 
historical    significance,    and   parking.      It   also   summarized 
the    findings   of   a    joint  BRA/OCA  survey   of   the   theatre 
market.      Two   projects    that   are    underway  which  will    serve   as 
anchors   for   the   revitalized  Theatre  District   are   the  Music 
Hall   expansion    (mentioned   above   under   the  South  Cove 
project]    and   the  Savoy  Theatre  expansion  by  its   new  owners, 
the  Opera  Company   of   Boston.      Additionally  proposals   for 
renovation  of   the   Paramount,    Publix,   and  Pilgrim  Theatres 
are   presently  being   considered   by  the   BRA.      A  BRA-Ford 
Foundation  Study   of   the  Adult  Entertainment  District   is 
underway  which  will   provide  guidelines   for   the   social    and 
economic    transformation  of   the   area. 

The  North  Station  District  Development  Plan    (the 
Safdie   PlanJ    is  a   3   phase   15   year   plan  for   the   complete 
rehabilitation   of   the   area   between  the  Government  Center   and 
the  Charles  River.      This   area  has   previously  been  blighted 
by  the   effects   of   the  expressway   and    the  MBTA  Green  Line 
Elevated.      The  plan   encompasses   commercial,    residential, 
office,   hotel,    and   open  space   uses   focused   on   a  mixed    use 
island   created   in  the  Charles  River   by   the   digging   of   a 
canal.     Major   elements   of   the  Plan  include: 

Phase    I    (1-3   years) 

(1)      Demolition   of   Green  Line   Elevated 

Rehabilitation  of   the   Bulfinch  Triangle 
Rehabilitation   of   the   Boston  Garden 
Demolition  of   the  Madison  Hotel 
Widening   of   Lomasney  Way   and  Merrimac  Road 
Causeway  Street   Improvements 

(4-7  years) 
New  construction    (in-fill)   on   Bulfinch 
Triangle 

Rehabilitation   of  Analex   Building 
Close  Nashua  Street 
Demolish  Registry   of   Motor  Vehicles 
Construction  of  Canal 
New  Northbound  Connector 

I  (8-15  years) 

New  construction  on  Waterfront  and  island 
New  Southbound  Connector 


(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 

Phase  II 
(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
(6) 

Phase  II 
(1) 
(2) 
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The   area    has    been   declared   a  Commercial   Area 
Revitalization  District   by   the  State  Department   of 
Community  Affairs    in  order   to   provide   financial 
assistance   to  business  development.      The  City  Council 
has    declared    the   area   a  "federally  unassisted    urban 
renewal    area"   in  order   to   facilitate    coordination  of 
development   and    transit    improvements.      The  City   of 
Boston  through   the   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  has 
committed    itself    to  perform  all   land   assembly  for   the 
proposed  federal   office  building   CSite    P) ,    to  perform 
any   infrastructure    improvements   including   streets  and 
utilities   that  would  be  necessary   to   the  proposed 
building,    and    to   remove   the  MBTA  Green  Line 
Elevated.      It  has  made   these   commitments    to   enable 
GSA    to    include  Site   P  as   a   fourth  potential    site   for 
consideration   for   the  location  of   the  proposed  new 
Federal   Building. 

Major   office  buildings   which   have   recently  been 
completed  within  the   vicinity   of   the   four   alternate 
sites    include   the   Stone   and  Webster   Building   on 
Summer   Street    C 799, 819   rentable  square   feet),    the 
Federal  Reserve    Bank   Building   on  Atlantic  Avenue 
(1,000,000  r.s.f.),    175   Federal   Street    (200,000 
r.s.f.j,    the  Keystone    Building   at   99   High  Street 
(775,000  r.s.f.),    the   Blue  Cross   Building   at    100 
Summer   Street    (1,034,752   r.s.f. 3,    and    the  First 
National   Bank   Building   at    100   Federal   Street 
(1,400,000   r.s.f.).      All   of   these   new  buildings   are 
located   in  the   vicinity   of   South  Station  or    in  the 
southern   portion   of   the  Financial    District.      Major 
proposed  office   buildings  include   the  State 
Transportation   Building   (600,000   square    feet)   and    the 
proposed  Boylston  Street  development    (500,000   s.f.), 
Doth  located   within  the  Park   Plaza  project    outlined 
above.      The  North  Station  District  Development  Plan 
projects   an   additional    1.6  million    square   feet    of 
office   space    in  the  North  Station  Area  over   a   15   year 
period.      Many   of   the  other   urban  renewal    and 
redevelopment   projects   described  above   also   include 
smaller    amounts   of   office   space. 

Boston's  Chinese   community,    centered  around   Beach 
Street   between  Washington   Street   and    the  Central 
Artery,    is    the   fourth  largest   "Chinatown"    in  the 
nation.      Two   major   factors   are    contributing   to   the 
growth  of   the   neighborhood:      recent    physical    changes 
as   a   result    of   the  South  Cove   and   Boylston-Essex 
urban  renewal   projects,    and   recent   changes   in  U.S. 
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immigration   laws   which  place  fewer   restrictions    on 
the   entrance  of  Orientals  into  the   country.      Chinese 
interests  have   recently  purchased   existing   buildings 
along  Washington  Street   between  Essex   and  Stuart 
Streets   in   an   attempt   to   meet   some  of   the   increasing 
demands  for   housing   and   services.      The  BRA 
anticipates    that    further   expansion   of   Chinatown 
towards  Washington  Street   will    continue    in  the 
foreseeable  future,    and   proposes    that   Chinese   uses    be 
encouraged   to  replace   adult    entertainment   uses   along 
Washington   Street. 

Site  A   is    located    immediately  adjacent   to  phase   two 
of   the   Park  Plaza  project,    the   Boylston-Essex 
project,    and  Chinatown,   and   overlaps    the  Lafayette 
Place  project.      It    is  also   located  within  the 
boundaries    of   the  Downtown  Crossing   and   Theatre 
District   projects  and  within   two   blocks   of   the  TNEMC 
area.      One   of   the    18   theatres    in  the  Theatre 
District,    the  Essex    (formerly   the  RKO  Boston),    is 
located   on   Site  A,    although  there    are   no  known 
rehabilitation  plans  for   this  facility,   which  now 
serves   as   a  movie   theatre.      The  portion   of   Site  A 
lying  between  Norfolk   and  Hayward  Places   is   also 
included    in   the  Lafayette   Place  project.      As   part   of 
this   project   the  Hayward  Place  mechanical   parking 
garage   has    been   demolished   and   will   temporarily  be 
used  as   a  landscaped  parking  lot   for   approximately 
200   cars.      The  project   developer    is   currently 
negotiating   with  a  major   department   store    chain  for 
possible   construction   on   this   parcel.      These 
negotiations  may   result   in  the  parcel's   development 
being   included    in  the   first   phase  of    the  overall 
project,    rather  than   in  the   second  phase   as 
originally  proposed.      Site  A   is   part   of   the  "Lower 
Washington  Street  Area",   which  was    the   subject   of   a 
revitalization   program  report  published   by  the   BRA  in 
June    1978.      The   area   is  identified   in  the   report   as 
the   critical   missing  link  between  the  Savoy  Theatre 
area   to  the   north  and   the    core  of   the  legitimate 
theatre    district   to   the   south,   and   between  Lafayette 
place   to  the   northeast   and   Park  Plaza   to  the   west. 
Development   of   Site  A  as   a  Federal   Office   Building 
with  appropriate   street  level    retail    and   commercial 
use,   would  partially  fulfill   the   goals    of   the  Lower 
Washington  Street   report   by  providing   a  portion  of 
the  link  between  the   two    theatre    areas.      Various 
parties   including  Chinese   interests  have  expressed 
interest    in  purchasing   the  property. 
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Site  K  is  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Park  Plaza, 
Lafayette  Place,  and  Boylston-Essex  projects,  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  Downtown  Crossing  and  Theatre 
District  projects,  and  within  two  blocks  of  the  TNEMC 
area  and  Chinatown.   Two  of  the  18  Theatre  District 
theatres,  the  State  (formerly  the  Park)  and  the  Astor 
(formerly  the  TremontJ  are  located  on  the  site.   Both 
of  these  theatres  now  serve  as  adult  entertainment 
movie  houses,  and  are  not  known  to  be  planned  for  any 
specific  rehabilitation  projects.   Site  K  is  also 
included  in  the  "Lower  Washington  Street  Area" 
report,  and  is  suggested  in  the  report  as  a  possible 
location  for  two  new  housing  projects.   The  report 
emphasizes,  however,  that  the  suggested  projects  are 
only  examples  of  possible  development  schemes  for  tne 
site,  and  that  no  developer  for  the  projects  has  been 
identified.   It  also  acknowledges  that  office 
development  would  be  a  more  economic  use  for  the  site 
than  housing.   By  letter  dated  January  29,  1979 
(Section  XV,  Appendix  H)  the  BRA  identified  9  sites 
as  potential  locations  for  the  new  Federal  Office 
Building.   One  of  these  sites,  designated  Site  E  in 
the  attachment  to  the  BRA' s  letter  was  a  portion  of 
the  site  designated  Site  K  by  GSA.   The  development 
of  Site  K  as  a  Federal  Office  Building,  with 
appropriate  street  level  commercial  use,  and  the 
possible  incorporation  of  one  or  both  of  the 
theatres,  could  serve  to  link  both  the  north  and 
south  portions  of  the  Theatre  District  and  the  Park 
Plaza  and  Lafayette  Place  developments,  and  to 
catalyze  further  rehabilitation  of  the  adult 
entertainment  and  lower  Tremont  Street  areas. 

Site  L  is  located  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
Lafayette  Place  and  South  Station  projects  and 
Chinatown,  and  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Downtown 
Crossing.   It  is  also  near  many  of  the  recently 
constructed  major  office  buildings.   The  Lafayette 
Place  project  includes  the  widening  of  Essex  Street 
along  the  south  side  of  Site  L  and  construction  of  a 
new  connector  street  to  Washington  Street.   This  will 
slightly  decrease  the  available  area  of  the  site. 
The  BRA  proposes  to  retain  the  Bedford  Street  garage 
in  the  short  term  to  supplement  parking  to  be 
provided  in  the  Lafayette  Place  project,  and  to 
demolish  the  Lincoln  Street  garage  and  exchange  the 
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land   for    a  vacant  parcel   on  Chauncy   Street   presently- 
owned  by  Boston  Edison.      Since   the  publication  of   the 
Draft   E.I.S.    much  of   this    site   has    been   assembled   by 
local    devlopment   intersts,    who   are  proceeding   with 
their  project   plans. 

Site   P    is    located   within  the  North  Station    federally 
unassisted  Urban  Renewal  Area  and   the  older 
Government  Center  Urban  Renewal  Area.      The  widening 
and   reconstruction  of  Lomasney  Way,   Minot,    and 
Causeway   Streets   will   require    35,000   square    feet    of 
the    site  leaving    122,000  square   feet.      The  location 
of   the  Federal   Office   Building   at   this    site    is 
favored  by   the  Mayor   and   the   BRA  as  a   catalyst   to 
development. 

4.         Zoning 

The  City   of   Boston   has   enacted   a   comprehensive   zoning 
ordinance  providing  for   several   types   of   residential, 
commercial,    and   business   districts.    (Figure    83.    The 
Code  prescribes  floor    area   ratios    CFAR),    defined  as 
the  ratio   of    the   gross   floor   area   of   a   structure    to 
the   total    area  of   the  lot;    setbacks;    rear   yards;    and 
parking   requirements.! 

The  proposed   Federal   Office   Building   is   an   allowed 
use    in   either   business   or  manufacturing  districts. 
Section    23-6   of   the  Code    (Chapter   665   of   the  Acts   of 
1956   as   ammended)    provides  an  exemption   to  the 
offstreet   parking   requirement   for   lots    zoned   for    a 
FAR   of    8   or    10.      Three  of   the  proposed   sites  fall 
presently  within   this   exemption. 

Sites  K   and  A  are   each  zoned  B-10   indicating    retail 
business   and   office    use  with  an  FAR  of    10.      Both 
Sites  K   and  A  are  also   in  the   special   overlay 
district    in  which  adult   book  stores   and   entertainment 
are   allowed. 

Site   K   is    subject    to   Section    16-6CcJ   which  prescribes 
that   any   building   or  portion  thereof  within   one 
hundred   feet   of   Tremont  Street   between  West    Street 
and  Boylston  Street   be  restricted   to  a    155  foot 
maximum  height.      This    restriction    is    imposed   for   the 
benefit    of  Boston  Common  and  the   Public  Garden. 

Site   L    is    zoned   partially  in  zone    B-10,    however   the 
area    south  of   Bedford  Street   is    zoned  M-8,    that   is, 
light   manufacturing  with  an  FAR  of    8.      Office 
buildings   are   an   allowed   use. 
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The    complex   as   conceived   will   meet    area    and    height 
regulations.      Further,    all   three  alternate    sites   are 
exempt    from   parking   requirements. 

Site   P   is   included  within  the  North  Station  District 
Area    and    as    such    its    land    use  planning   is    now  under 
the    jurisdiction  of   tlie    Boston  Rcdovclopmont 
Authority.      Thus   although  Site   P   is   currently   zoned 
B-2   a   variance  of   the  FAR    limitation   could  be    easily 
obtained.      The   height    of   the  proposed    structure   would 
be   compatible  with   the  Safdie    conception   for   the 
North  Station    area.      The  Safdie  Plan    ("A  Development 
Plan  for  North  Station  Districf'J    proposes    rezoning 
the  Site   B-8.      Such  zoning  would  bring   the   site 
within  the  exemption   to  the  offstreet   parking 
requirement    (ch.665   of   the  Acts   of    1956    as   amended). 

B.        Historic  and  Cultural  Resources   -    Public 
Buildings   Cooperative  Use  Act 

1 .        Historical 

Due   to    its   importance   as   an  early  colonial    port,    and 
later    as    the  locale   for  many   events   associated  with 
the  American  Revolution,    downtovm   Boston    abounds    in 
sites  and  buildings   of    historical    significance. 
Figure    9   indicates    those  properties    in  or   near   the 
delineated  area  which  are   on  the  National  Register   of 
Historic   Places. 

In  compliance  with   the   Public  Buildings   Cooperative 
Use  Act   of   1976,    GSA  requested  the  Advisory  Council 
on  Historic   Preservation   to    identify  any   existing 
buildings   in  the  delineated  area  which  are  of 
historic,   architectural,    or  cultural    significance   and 
which   would  be   suitable   for    acquisition   to  meet   the 
space  requirements   of   the  Federal  Government.      The 
Advisory  Council    has  furnished  GSA  with   its 
preliminary  findings    [Section   XV,    Appendix  J)   which 
concluded   that   there   are   a  number   of   properties   in 
the   Boston  Central   Business  District    that   meet   the 
test   of   significance,    and  which  appear   to   be 
available  for  possible  Federal    acquisition    and    use. 
However,    no   combination  of    buildings  in  reasonably 
close  proximity  to   one    another  can  provide   the 
complete   amount    of  space  required  by  GSA  to 
consolidate  Federal    activities.      Therefore,    the 
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Council    has   suggested  that   the  potential    buildings 
may  be    included  as    a  part    of   a   total   project   which 
would    consist   of  a    combination   of   acquisition   and 
renovation,    and   construction. 

GSA' s   request  was    transmitted  to  the  Advisory  Council 
in  November,    1977,    but   their   reply  was   not    received 
until  March,    1978,    shortly  before  the   deadline   for 
submission   of   GSA's   report   to   the  Committee   on   Public 
Works   and  Transportation.      GSA,    therefore,   was   not 
able   to  perform  a    thorough   study  on   the    cost    and 
feasibility   of    implementing  the  Advisory  Council's 
suggestions   prior   to  the  DEIS.      At   a   site 
investigation  meeting  held   in  Boston   on  February    1, 
1979,    the   GSA  Regional   Historic   Preservation  Officer 
was    verbally  advised   by  the  Advisory  Council 
representative    that    the  Council   was   withdrawing  from 
further    consideration  two  of   the  three   areas 
identified  as   having  "excellent   potential"    in   its 
Preliminary  Findings   report   to   GSA,   namely,   the 
"Custom  House  District"    and   the  "Adult  Entertainment 
Area",    specifically  the   area  known   as   the  Hinge   Block 
bounded  by   Boylston,    Stuart,    Tremont    and  Washington 
Streets.      This   left   the  Church  Green   site   as   the   only 
location   having,    in  the   opinion  of    the  Advisory 
Council,   "excellent   potential". 

In   compliance   with   the   Public   Buildings   Cooperative 
Use  Act,    during   the   development    of   the  project,    GSA 
investigated   the   feasibility  of    using  several 
existing    buildings  in   downtown  Boston.      Of   the  few 
available   identified,   none  was    found  which   could  meet 
the  total   space   needs    of  the  Government.      One   of   the 
buildings    so   identified  was    the   former   Federal 
Reserve   Bank   building   at    30   Pearl  Street.      This 
structure  would  have   been   able   to   satisfy 
approximately    50%   of   the  space  requirement.      The 
alternative   of    using  existing  buildings    independent 
of   new   construction   is  more  fully  discussed   in 
Section  V.  B. 

Upon   authorization   to  proceed  with  the    site 
investigation,    GSA  advertised  for   site  offers, 
including  buildings   having  historic,   architectural   or 
cultural    significance    (.including   but   not   limited  to 
those   listed   or    eligible   to  be   listed   on   the  National 
Register   of  Historic   Places)   which  might   be  suitable 
for    consideration   for   meeting  part    or    all   of    the 
Government's   needs,    and  also   publicized  the    dates    of 
a  public  meeting  and   the    site   investigation.      The 
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Advisory  Council    on  Historic   Preservation  and  the 
Boston   Preservation  Alliance  were   notified   of   the 
dates   and   were   invited  and  did  participate    in  the 
site    investigation.      They  will    also  be   afforded   an 
opportunity    to   review  and   comment    on  the    site 
investigation   report   prior  to   site    selection. 

As   of   the   date  of   the    site    investigation  and  pending 
the  procurement   of   an  official    conservator,    a  member 
of   the  Ar  t- in-Architecture  and  Historic   Preservation 
Staff  of   the  GSA   Washington  Office   served   as    interim 
conservator   to   assist   the  regional   office   in    its 
investigation    and   evaluation   of   sites   and   historic 
structures.    (.Section  XV,    Appendix  D).      At   the  outset 
of   the   investigation  period,   the   Boston   Preservation 
Alliance   submitted  a   report   of    possible    sites   which 
had   been  prepared   at   the  request    of   the  Advisory 
Council,    and  which   identified  for    each    site   the 
extent,    in   the   opinion   of   the  Preservation  Alliance, 
of    its   historic   resources.      In  the   interest    of 
brevity  that    first    report    is    not    included;    its 
content    overlaps   that   of   the  Advisory  Council 
Preliminary  Findings    (Section   XV,    Appendix  JJ    and    is 
reflected   in  the  later    BPA  report    (.Section  XV, 
Appendix  C).      During   the    course   of   the   site 
investigation,    numerous  meetings    were  held  with 
representatives    of   the  Alliance   and    the   Boston 
Landmarks  Commission   concerning   the   status   of   the 
investigation    and   for    exchanging   information.      The 
Preservation  Alliance  furnished  a   second  report 
(Section   XV,    Appendix  C)   at   GSA's   request,    on   seven 
sites    containing   potentially  historic    structures,   and 
later   furnished   a  massing   study  for   the  Church  Green 
site   alone  which  was    reiterated   to  be   the  preferred 
site   of   the   BPA.      The   study  was   presented   for 
discussion   at  a  meeting  between  GSA  and   BPA 
representatives    but   was    retained   by   the   BPA. 

In   compliance  with   the  requirements   of   Section   106   of 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act   and   Section 
2(b3    of   Executive  Order    11593,    a  request   for   a 
Determination   of   Eligibility  for    inclusion    in  the 
National  Register   of  Historic   Places   was   prepared  by 
the  Conservator   under   contract   with  GSA   for    all 
structures    on  the   three   sites    being   considered,   and 
the   opinion   of   the  Massachusetts  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer    (Section  XV,    Appendix  K)   was 
solicited    thereon  prior   to   the   submission   of   the 
request    to  the  Department   of   Interior.      Because   the 
Request   was    so   voluminous,    it   was    infeasible   to 
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include    it  herein   in    its   entirety   and  a    copy   of   only 
the   Summary  page   for    each  of   the   three    sites    is 
incorporated   in  Section  XV,    Appendix   L.      However, 
during    the    30    day   period   following   EPA's   publication 
in  the  Federal  Register   of  Notice  of   the  Availability 
of   this   Final   Environmental    Impact   Statement   the   full 
request    report   will    be   available   for    inspection 
Monday   through  Friday   between   8:30   a.m.    and    4:30   p.m. 
in  the   GSA   Business   Service  Center   office  which   is 
located   off   the  main  lobby  of    the  John  W.   McCormack 
Post  Office  and  Courthouse,    Boston.      A   copy   of   the 
Determination   of   Eligibility,   which  was    requested   and 
received  from   the  Department   of   the   Interior    is 
included    in  Section   XV,    Appendix  M.      If  one   of   these 
three   sites   is   selected  for   the  proposed  project,    the 
Conservator  will    also  prepare  Historic  Structures 
Reports   for    all    structures    to   be   retained   on  the 
selected    site;    will    formulate  preservation   parameters 
for    new  construction  on  the   selected    site   to   minimize 
the   impacts   of   said  construction   on   any  retained 
structures  and   the   environs   in   general;    and  will 
assist    the  Government   in   evaluating   the  A/E 
submissions   during    the   design  phase  of   the  project. 

A   site   at  North  Station  which,   at    the  request    of   the 
City  in  January   1980    (.Figure    lOj    GSA   agreed   to 
include  as   a   fourth  potential    site   for   consideration 
for   the  location  of   the  proposed  project,    is    being 
acquired   by  the  City  under    its   proposed  North  Station 
urban  renewal   program.      If  that   site   is    selected  by 
GSA   for   the  Federal   Building   project,    it   would  be 
conveyed   to  GSA  as   a   cleared   site.      In  any   event,    the 
Massachusetts   State  Historic   Preservation  Officer 
(.SHPO)    has    rendered  her   opinion  that   the   site   does 
not   contain   any  building   having   potential    eligiblity 
for    inclusion   in  the  National  Register   of  Historic 
Places . 

The   SHPO  has   also    expressed    the  opinion   that    the  MBTA 
Green  Line   elevated    structure   along  Causeway  Street 
at  North  Station   may   be   eligible  for   listing   in   the 
National  Register   of  Historic   Places  and  has 
suggested    that    the   BRA  compile   information   necessary 
to   seek   a  determination  of   eligibility.      However,    the 
BRA  has    indicated    that   although  it    is   proposing   the 
demolition  of   the  Green  Line  elevated   in   its 
development  plan  for   the   actual    decision   on 
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demolition  and  funding    would  be   undertaken  by 
MBTA/UMTA  CFigure    11).      The  removal   of"    this    structure 
is   a  proposal    of   the  North  Station  Redevelopment   Plan 
CSafdie   Plan)   and   also    is    essential    to   GSA's 
consideration  of   the  North  Station   site. 

The   SHPO   has    also   rendered   an  opinion   that    the 
Bulfinch  Triangle   area   at  North  Station    is   eligible 
for    inclusion    in  the  National  Register. 

GSA  in   consultation  with   the  Massachusetts  State 
Historic   Preservation  Officer  has   determined    that 
this    undertaking  may  have  an   adverse   effect  upon 
properties    listed    in  or    eligible  for    inclusion    in  the 
National  Register   of  Historic   Places.      Pursuant   to 
Section    106    of   the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
and   the  Advisory  Council's    regulations   "Protection  of 
Historic  and   Cultural   Properties"    C36    CFR   Part   800), 
GSA  has    requested   the   comments   of   the  Council,    and  a 
Memorandum   of  Agreement  constituting   the   comments   of 
the  Council    has   been  executed  by  GSA,    the 
Massachusetts   State  Historic  Preservation  Officer   and 
the  Council.      In   accordance  with  Stipulation    1   of 
said  Memorandum   of   Agreement,    GSA   did   consult   with 
the  Massachusetts   SHPO   and   the  Advisory  Council    at   a 
meeting   held  with   them   for   that   purpose   on  May   7, 
1980,    and   a  letter    dated  June    18,    1980  and   included 
herein  was    sent   to   the  GSA  Regional  Historic 
Preservation  Officer   by   the  Advisory  Council 
presumably  setting  forth   the   understandings   arrived 
at   from  the    discussions   at   the  meeting.      However,    GSA 
disagrees   with   two    of   the   statements   as    they  stand   in 
the  letter   from  the  Council   and,    although  not   in   time 
to   be    included    in   this   Statement,    the  Council    has 
agreed   to  make   appropiate   amendments    to    its   letter. 

The   statements   in  question    are    (1)    that   GSA   is 
actively    reconsidering   the  North  Station   as  an 
alternative  building   site,   and    (2)    that   GSA   is 
requiring    the   removal    of   the  Green  Line   elevated 
along  Causeway   Street   as   a   condition   of    its   selection 
of   this   site. 

With   regard   to   statement    (1),    GSA    is   considering   a 
site    in  the  North  Station  area,    not   the  North  Station 
per   se.      With  regard   to   statement    U),    the  removal   of 
the  Green  Line   elevated   is   a  proposal   of  the  City's 
North   Station  Development  Plan  which  was   conceived 
and  prepared  prior   to   the   request   by   the  City  in 
January   1980   that   GSA   include   in   its  consideration   of 
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sites   for   the  Federal   Building   project   a   fourth    site 
in   the  North   Station    area.      While   it    is    true    that   GSA 
would  not   consider   the  proposed  fourth    site   without 
removal   of   the  Green  Line    elevated,    its   removal    as 
part   of   the  North  Station  development   is    proposed 
with   or  without    the  Federal    Building   project.      GSA 
has  merely   requested  a   committed    source  of  funding 
and   a    schedule   to    assure    that    the   site  would  be   a 
viable   alternative    to   include   for   consideration. 
[Section   XV,    Appendix  N). 

2 .        Archeological 

According   to   the  Massachusetts  Historical   Commission, 
because   the    sites   under   consideration   are  located   in 
the   heavily  developed    section   of   the  City  and    the 
original  land   contours  have  been  very   disturbed,    it 
is   unlikely  that   prehistori  cal   or   historical    sites 
would  be   encountered.      Any   sites   that   might  exist   in 
any   of    the   areas   would  be   of   the   historic  period. 

Once   a    site  has    been  selected,    GSA  will    coordinate 
with   the  Massachusetts  Historical   Commission   to 
evaluate   the  extent    of    disturbance  and  possible 
integrity  of   any   archeological    property  in  the   site. 
If   in  the  opinion  of   the  Massachusetts  Historical 
Ccmmission    and  GSA   significant   arclieological   remains 
are  possible,   an   archeological    field   survey   will   be 
conducted    in  compliance  with  Section    106    of    the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act   of   1966. 

C.        Socio-  economics 

1.        Housing 


a.        Setting 

In  compliance  with   the  HUD- GSA  Memorandum  of 
Understanding,    GSA  requested  the  Department   of 
Housing   and  Urban  Development    CDHUD}    to  provide   a 
report   concerning    the   availability   of  low  and 
moderate- income   housing   on   a  non- discriminatory 
basis.      DHUD    reported   that   the  City   of  Boston  has   a 
substantial   majority  of    the   subsidized   housing  units 
in  the   Boston  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area 
CSMSA).      During   the  past    three  years,   however, 
publicly- assisted   housing  in  the   suburban   areas  has 
increased  markedly.      The   supply  of    housing  for   sale 
is  extremely   limited  while  the  rental  market   is 
somewhat   similar,    especially  in  the   suburban   areas. 
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Also,    since   the  public    transportation   network   is  a 
key  factor    in  the   accessibility  of    housing   to  place 
of   employment,    DHUD   advised   that   the  City   of  Boston 
is    the  most    accessible   community   in  the  SMSA    in   this 
regard.      DHUD' s  General  Area   survey   was   updated   in 
March    1979    and   reached    substantially  the   same 
conclusi  ons . 

Several    existing   and  proposed   housing   developments 
are  located  within  the   vicinity   of   Sites  K,    A,    and 
L.      Existing   housing   includes   Tremont   on   the  Common 
C374   units).      Townehouse  Apartments    (269   units   in  the 
former  Hotel   Touraine    at  Tremont   and   Boylston 
Streets),   Chauncy  Apartments    C87   units   at  Harrison 
Avenue    and   Essex   Street),    the  Mason   Building   C129 
units)    at  Mason  and  Avery  Streets  and  numerous 
upper-floor   residential    units   in  the  Chinatown    area. 
Proposed   housing  developments   in  the   area   include   the 
300-unit    luxury  apartment   tower  planned   as   part   of 
the    Park  Plaza  project  and  the  Chinese   community  has 
indicated    to  GSA   that    it  has    plans    to    acquire    600 
Washington  Street   for   rehabilitation   into   housing 
units. 

Within   the   vicinity  of   Site   P  are    located   a  number   of 
elderly  and  family  low  and  moderate    income   housing 
developments.      The  Amy  Lowell  Apartments    (.151   units) 
on  Martha  Road,    The   Blackstone    (121   units)    on  Blossom 
Street,    Anderson   Park   (64   units)   on  Cambridge 
Street.      In  the  North  End,    within  walking   distance 
are    3  other  housing   developments:      Casa  Maria    (75 
units)    on  Endicott   Street,    The  Christopher  Columbus 
Plaza    (100   units)   on  Commercial   Street,   and    the 
Mercantile  Wharf   Building    on  Atlantic  Avenue  which 
has   a  mixture   of   low,  moderate,   and  market    rents. 

b .        Impacts 

Since   the  proposed   project   does   not   involve   a 
significant   increase    in  the  number   of  Federal 
employees,    there   will   not   be  an   immediate    influx   of 
new  people    into  the   Boston   area.      Given  the  presently 
proposed   occupancy   there  will,   however,    be   a    shift    of 
approximately    300   jobs  from  a   suburban  location   to 
the  City.      The   accessibility  of   a   centralized 
facility  in  Boston  precludes   the  necessity  for 
changes    in   the   housing   patterns    of    current 
employees.      The  overall    housing  market   in  the  SMSA 
should  not   experience   any  measurable  effects   from   the 
proposed  action   on  any   of   the   four   alternate   sites. 
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However,    the   individual   sites   do   have    different 
potential    impacts    on  the   housing  developments 
mentioned   above,   which  are   located    in  their    immediate 
vicinity . 

The   600  Washington   Street   building  is    located   on   Site 
A,    and   the  Chauncy  Apartments   are  located  across 
Harrison  Avenue.      The   demolition   of    600  Washington 
Street   by   the  Government   for   construction  of   the  new 
Federal   Building  would  preclude   its   renovation   for 
housing  by   the  Chinese   community. 

Site  K   is    located   across  Avery  Street    from   the  Mason 
Street  Elderly  Housing  Development,    across  Boylston 
Street    from   the  Townehouse  Apartments,   across 
Washington  Street   from   600  Washington  Street,    and  a 
block   down   Tremont   Street    from  Tremont   on   the 
Common.      The  BRA   revitalization  plan  for   Lo;ver 
Washington   Street    (Section    III.A.3)    suggests   that 
Site   K   might   be   suited  for   a   high-rise   housing 
development,    though  acknowledging   that   no   developer 
has   been   identified  and   that   offices   would  probably 
be   a  more    economic  use   for   the   site.      The  fact    that 
the  BRA  offered   a  portion  of  the   site   for   GSA   to 
consider   indicates    that    the  City  is   not   firmly 
committed   to  the   use  of  the   site   for   housing. 
Representatives    of   the  Chinese    community  at   a  meeting 
between  representatives   of   GSA  and  the  Chinese 
community  on  February   16,    1979    indicated   favorable 
reaction   to   a  Federal   Building    on  Site   K  as  a 
catalyst    to    further   rehabilitation   of   the   adult 
entertainment   area  and  a   good  neighbor   to   a   housing 
development  at    600  Washington   Street.      However,    in  a 
letter    addressed   to  the  Regional  Administrator    on 
March   3,    1980,    the  Chinese    community  withdrew  this 
endorsement  citing   that   the  Chinese  Economic 
Development  Council  was   now  in  a  position   to 
stimulate   the   development   activities  in  the   area  and 
that   a  new  FOB  would  catapult  property  speculation    so 
much   that   local   residents  and  small   business   would 
inevitably  suffer.      [Section   XIV) 

Site  L    is  not   located  near   any  existing   or  proposed 
housing   projects,    except   the  Chauncy  Apartments   which 
are   two  blocks   down  Essex   Street.      Construction  of   a 
Federal   Building   on   this    site    should  have  no 
appreciable    impacts    on  any   of  the   housing 
developments  mentioned   above. 
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There   are    18   residential    structures   located   on  Site 
P.      The   relocation   of   these   households    by  the   BRA 
will    have  an    impact    on   accessible   housing   within  the 
area.      The   BRA  evaluation   of   the  building  conditions 
in  the   area   determined   that  substandard   building 
conditions    existed    in   32.5%   of    the   structures    and 
that   an    additional    32.5%   were    impacted   by    blighting 
influences.      (.North  Station   Final   Project  Report,    1.0 
Project  Area  Report). 

In  Boston,    vacancy   rates   have    dropped   from   6.4%   in 
1970   to   under    3.2%    in   1979,    despite   a  reduced  overall 
population    and   an   expanded    housing   supply.      The  Moshe 
Safdie  proposal   includes   a   residential    component   in 
the  North  Station  Area   of   approximately   1000  new 
units.      The   total   would  be  spread  over    8   to    10  years 
using   a  phased    completion    schedule  of    between   100-150 
units   per  year. 

2.        Employment 

a .  Setting 

In  1979  the  unemployment  rate  for  the  City  of  Boston 
was  5.2%  while  the  national  average  was  7%.  However, 
Boston's  unemployment  rate  has  exceeded  the  national 
average  for  six  of  the  last  ten  years.  Boston's  per 
capita  income  is  substantially  below  the  national 
average  and  the  percentage  of  its  citizens  on  public 
assistance   is   over  twice   the  national    average. 

b .  Impact 

Although   the  majority  of   the   tenant  personnel    are 
currently   employed  within  the  CBD   there  will    be   a 
positive    shift    of   approximately   300   jobs    from 
suburban  locations.      A  secondary  positive    impact   will 
be    some   increased   business   in  the  retail    core. 
Approximately    2,000  short-term   jobs   will   be   created 
during   the    construction  phase.      Since   the  new 
building   will    be  operated   under   contract,    a  number   of 
permanent   jobs   also  will   be   created.      The  U.S.    Small 
Business  Administration  has  expressed   interest   in 
ensuring   that    an   adequate  portion   of   the  business 
created   is   provided  for   small    business    under    its    8Ca3 
program  and    through  Set-Aside   contracts.      Further, 
the   SBA   is   interested   in   concessions  for   services    to 
the  new  building   by  small   businesses   and  minority 
entrepreneurs. 
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Approximately   22,000   square   feet    o£   first    floor   space 
in  the  project   will   be   available   for   outl  easing  for 
multi-purpose   use   in  accordance  with   the  Public 
Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  and  may   afford  the 
opportunity  for   additional    jobs   in  the   area. 

3.  Tax 

a.  Setting 

The   current  property  tax  rate    in  Boston    is    252.90  per 
$1,000  of   assessed   value,   and   under  Massachusetts  law 
the  ratio   of   assessed    to  Fair  Market  Value    is    100 
percent . 

b.  Impacts 

Since   the  General   Services  Administration    is   not 
authorized   to  pay   real    estate   taxes   there  would  be 
some  loss   of   future   tax  revenue   to   the  City  (.Section 
XV,    Appendix   I).      The   gross   tax   assessed  after 
abatements   for   1978   was   approximately   $387,620,    for 
Site  A,    $381,854  for   Site   L,    $609,666  for   Site  K, 
$180,000   for   Site   P.      Since  Site   P  would  be   city 
owned  prior   to   transfer   to  GSA,    its    transfer  would 
not   result   in  an   immediate   loss   of   tax  revenue   to   the 
City.      The   amount   of   tax   assessed  overstates   the 
amount-  of   revenue   lost    by  the   amount    of    uncollected 
taxes.      One  of  the    two  parcels   comprising   Site  A  has 
been  tax   certified   and   is    scheduled   for   taking   by  tax 
title.      One  of  the   eight   parcels   comprising   Site   K 
has    been  tax   certified   and    is    scheduled   for   taking   by 
tax   title.      Four   of  the    five  parcels   comprising  Site 
L   have  been  tax   certified   and   are    scheduled   for 
taking  by   tax   title.      The  presence  of  the   federal 
office  building   should  have   a  positive    impact    on   the 
value  of  the  surrounding  properties  and  thus 
indirectly  raise   the  City's   tax  revenues    from   those 
surrounding  properties. 

4.  Rental   Market 

a .        Setting 

Downtown   Boston    is,   of    course,   the   commercial    hub   of 
the  SMSA.      It   offers   a  wide   variety   of  retail 
businesses   and    commercial    services    to    employees    in 
the   area.      It   is   also  the   center   for   rentable  office 
space   in  the  SMSA.      A  Spring    1980  office  occupancy 
survey  by   the   Building  Owners  and  Managers 
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Association  (BOMA)  indicates  that  rentable  office  space  in 
the  79  buildings  surveyed  in  downtown  Boston  totals 
approximately  16  million  square  feet.   Although  the  overall 
vacancy  rate  for  all  classes  of  buildings  is  2.6  percent, 
the  vacancy  rate  in  the  newer,  more  desirable  buildings 
containing  1st  class  space  is  practically  zero,  thus 
allowing  little  margin  for  growth  by  existing  tenants  and 
almost  no  operational  flexibility.   The  survey  report  also 
indicates  that  by  1983  there  will  be  a  pentup  demand  for  1.5 
million  square  feet  of  office  space  in  Boston  with  rental 
rates  increasing  at  about  14  percent  annually.   However,  the 
lack  of  available  office  space  in  the  more  desirable  new 
buildings  and  the  higher  rates  have  helped  to  rejuvenate  the 
leasing  market  for  old  buildings.   The  survey  also  indicates 
an  office  space  occupancy  rate  in  the  Greater  Boston 
suburban  area  of  98  percent. 

OFFICE  OCCUPANCY  SURVEY  -  SPRING  1980 


No 

.    of 

Rentable 

Sq.    Ft. 

1 

Classification 

Bl 

dgs. 

Sq.    Ft. 

Vacant 

Vac  ancy 

DOWNTOWN: 

$16   and   up 

4 

2,555,132 

15,500 

.60 

$14-15.99 

5 

2,424,976 

36,000 

1.48 

$12-13.99 

14 

3,353,862 

8,144 

.24 

$10   to   11.99     . 

20 

3,874,413 

115,052 

2.97 

$   8   to   9.99 

21 

2,233,653 

112,311 

5.02 

$   6   to    7.99 

10 

721,399 

94,939 

13.16 

Below  6.00 

5 

792,587 

32,200 

4.06 

79 

15,956,022 

414,146 

2.60 

Chart  compiled  by  Building  Owners  and  Managers  Assn.  on 
office  rentals  and  vacancies  in  Boston. 
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b.        Impacts 

Of  the   approximately  483,000   square   feet    of   tenancy 
presently  scheduled   to  be  relocated   to  the  proposed 
project,    124,000   square   feet    is   government   owned; 
323,000   is  leased  downtown;    and   36,000  square  feet   is 
leased   within  the   suburban  area.      Given  the   shortage 
of    high  quality   office   space   in  the   downtown  area, 
the   323,000   square   feet   leased   downtown   should  be 
absorbed  within  less   than   a  year.      Similarly   the 
approximately  36,000   square   feet   of   space  released    in 
the  suburban  area  should  be  absorbed  within  less   than 
one   year.      Overall   the   impact    of   the  release  of   space 
onto  the   tight   urban  and   suburban  office   space 
markets  will   be  positive. 

5.        Land  Use  and  Relocation 

a.  Setting 

Construction   upon    any   of    the   sites   will    involve 
displacement   of   some  occupants.      For  Sites  A,   K,    and 
L,    GSA  will   assist    in  the  relocation  of   affected 
residents,    businesses,   and  offices,   and  will   provide 
compensation    in  accordance  with   the  Uniform 
Relocation  Assistance  and  Real   Property  Acquisition 
Policies  Act    of    1970    tP.    L.    91-6463.      The  U.S.    Small 
Business  Administration  would  be   interested   in 
providing   displaced   business   assistance   to    any  small 
business  which  might   be   displaced  by   the   site 
acquisition.      Relocation    activities   with  respect    to 
Site   P  would  be  performed  by   the  BRA  prior   to 
transfer   of   the  property  to  GSA. 

b .  Impacts 

Site  K   contains   surface  parking   and    15   structures. 
The    structures   are  predominantly  commercial   and 
office  but    include   three   theatres   and   a   hotel. 
Tenants   include   several   taverns,   an   adult  movie 
house,   shoe    store,   several   clothing  stores,   a 
furniture    store,   and   several   state  of|ices. 

Site  L   contains   surface  parking   and    10    structures. 
The    structures   are  predominantly  commercial   but 
include  an  office  building   and    two   parking   garages. 
Tenants  include   several  manufacturers  and 
wholesalers,   city  offices,   a  liquor   store,   a   couple 
of  taverns,    a  restaurant,    three   realty   offices,    and 
several   small  retail    and    service  businesses. 
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Site  A  contains  an  office  building.      The  balance  of 
the  lot   is  vacant  due   to   the  recent  demolition  of   a 
municipal   parking  garage.      The  primary  tenant   is   the 
state  of  Massachusetts;    other  tenants  include  a 
photographer,   an  ice   cream  shop,   several  furriers,   a 
publisher,   and   various   small  retail   uses. 

Site  P  contains   6  parking  lots  with  a   total   capacity 
of   approximately  250  cars.      The  land   in  commercial 
uses  is  located  primarily  in  four   one- story 
commercial   structures.     Mixed  residential/ commercial 
uses  are  located  in   12  four- story  structures   on 
Lomasney  Way.      There   are   a  total  of    18  four- story 
residential   structures.      According   to  an  exterior 
survey  taken  in  January,    1980  32.51  of   the  structures 
were  determined  to  be  sub- standard  and  an  additional 
32.5%  were   determined   to  be   impacted  by  blighting 
influences.      (Source:    "North  Station  Final  Project 
Report,    1.0   Project  Area  Report",    BRA).      As  stated 
above,   relocation  activities  with  respect   to  Site   P 
would  be  performed  by  the  BRA  prior  to  transfer   of 
the   site   to  GSA. 

As  discussed   in  Section   III.B.    hereof,   determinations 
of  eligibility  for   inclusion  on  the  National  Register 
of  Historical   Places   have  been  sought   for   all 
structures   on  Sites  A,   K,   and  L,   and  if  applicable 
the  feasibility  of   utilizing  any  structures 
determined  eligible  on  the   site  ultimately  selected 
will  be   thoroughly  evaluated   during  the  design  of   the 
project.      Site  P  is   to  be   transferred  by  the  BRA  as  a 
cleared    site. 

D.       Utilities  and  Services 

1.        Water 

a.       Setting 

The   domestic  water  supply  and   sewer  systems   for  the 
City   of  Boston  are  maintained  and  operated  by  the 
Metropolitan  District  Commission    (MDC),    a   state 
agency.    The  M.D.C.   supplies  water  by  gravity  flow 
from  the  Quabbin  Reservoir   located   70  miles  west    of 
Boston,   and  the  Wachusett  Resevoir,   located  35  miles 
west    of  Boston.      The  Quabbin  Reservoir,   the  larger  of 
the  two,   has  a   storage  capacity  of   412  billion 
gallons.      The  present  combined  yield  of   300  million 
gallons  daily  tmgd)   serves   the  needs  of  the   34 
communities  which  constitute  the  M.D.C.   water 
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district.      The  City   of  Boston   accounts  for    nearly   50^ 
of   the   district's  combined   water  yield.      The  water 
for  Boston   is  distributed  through  a  municipal    pipe 
network  which  includes    low-pressure    and   hi  gh- pressure 
water   lines   with  diameters   of    8   to    30  inches. 

Due   to   the   high  quality  of   the  water   impounded   in  the 
various   reservoirs,   and  a    strict  enforcement   of 
sanitary  rules   and   regulations   at   the  watersheds,   the 
M.D.C.    finds   it   unnecessary    to  maintain  and  operate 
expensive  water  purification  works.      Water   supplied 
to   consumers   in  the  District   is    treated   only   with 
small   amounts   of    chlorine    and   ammonia  as    it   enters 
the   distribution  system. 

b.        Impacts 

This  building  is  estimated  to  have  a  requirement  of 
about  60,000  gallons  of  water  per  day.   This  amount 
is  based  on  actual  usage  of  20  gallons  per  person  per 
day  at  the  John  F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building.   The 
water  system  capacity  more  than  meets  this  demand. 
Water  mains  are  accessible  at  the  perimeter  of  all 
four  sites  and  appear  to  be  more  than  adequate  to 
meet  the  demands  of  the  proposed  building. 

2.   Sewers 

a.   Setting 

The  MDC  sewer  district  collects  and  treats  sanitary 
and  industrial  waste  from  43  communities  within  the 
metropolitan  area  including  the  City  of  Boston.   The 
system  includes  225  miles  of  intercepting  and  trunk 
lines  which  collect  discharge  from  approximately  5000 
miles  of  city  and  town  sewer  systems.   Eleven  pumping 
stations  with  a  total  capacity  of  600  million  gallons 
per  day  are  required  to  deliver  the  sewerage  to  two 
treatment  facilities  located  at  Deer  Island  and  Nut 
Island  in  Boston  Harbor.   After  primary  treatment, 
the  effluent  is  discharged  into  the  Atlantic  Ocean 
through  deep  outfall  lines. 

The  City  operates  a  system  of  combined  and  separated 
sanitary  and  storm  sewers.   The  delineated  area  is 
served  by  the  Boston  main  drainage  system,  a  very  old 
combined  system  which  includes  intercepting  sewers 
along  the  waterfront.   These  interceptors  discharge 
into  the  MDC  main  drainage  tunnel  to  the  Deer  Island 
Treatment  Plant, -where  the  sewerage  undergoes  primary 


Ul 


treatment  and  is  discharged  into  the  main  Boston 
Harbor  shipping  channel.      The  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  CEPA)    issued  a  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  on  the  upgrading  of   the  Boston 
metropolitan  area  sewerage  system  in  August   1978. 
The  Recommended   Plan  presented   in  the  DEIS   included 
centralized   treatment   of   all  wastewaters  in  the 
Metropolitan  Sewer  District  at  Deer  Island,  which 
would  be  expanded  and  upgraded  to  secondary   treatment 
to   serve   the   anticipated   service   demands   of   the  year 
2000.      The  effluent   from  the  Deer   Island   secondary 
treatment  plant  would  be   discharged    into   Boston 
Harbor  through  the  existing  outfall,   which  would  be 
upgraded,   and  an  additional  outfall  to  be 
constructed.      Sludge  generated  by  the   treatment 
process  would  be   incinerated,   composted,   or  disposed 
of  in  a  sanitary  landfill.     Other  alternatives 
currently  under  consideration   include  satellite 
treatment  plants   on  the  Middle  Charles  River  and 
Upper  Neponset  River,   or   incineration.      No   decision 
is  expected  prior  to  mid- 19 81.      The  MDC  has  applied 
to  EPA  for   a  waiver   of   secondary  treatment  and   is 
developing  a  substitute  proposal   including   the  MDC s 
industrial  waste  program  and   user  charges. 

Boston's   combined  sewer  system  is  designed   to   accept 
sanitary  sewerage,   storm  drainage,   and   industrial 
wastes.     When  the  capacity  of  this  system  is 
exceeded,   the  excess  flow  is   discharged   into   the 
nearest  waterway.      In  the  delineated  area,   the 
overflow  goes    into   Boston  Harbor.      Due   to  the 
inadequate  capacity  of  the  system,   these  discharges 
are   almost   continuous.      As  a  result,   domestic 
sewerage   is  often  cited  as   one  of  the  prime 
pollutants  of   the  Harbor.      The  Massachusetts  Division 
of  Water  Pollution  Control   has   placed  those  cities 
and   towns  having  combined   sewer   overflow  problems   on 
an   implementation  schedule  for   rehabilitation  and 
repair   of   tidegates   and  other  control   structures. 
The  M.D.C.    is   studying   the  need   to  upgrade   its 
treatment  plants  and  methods   for  relieving 
overloads.      Several   of   its   projects  are  now  being 
carried  out,   including  increased   chlorination 
treatment,    rehabilitation  of   pumping   stations,   and 
repair  of   tidegates.      The  City  of  Boston   has   been 
studying  plans  for    improving  its   sewer  system  by 
increasing  the   capacity  of    its  intercepting  sewers, 
improving   the  overflow  outlet  structures,   and 
providing  separate  jsanitary  and   storm   sewers   in  some 
areas . 
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b.        Impacts 

The  new  building   is   estimated    to   generate   about 
60,000   gallons   of   sewerage  per   day.      This   waste  will 
flow  into   the   downtown   combined    sewer   system  for 
eventual    treatment  and  discharge   at  Deer   Island.      It 
should  be  pointed   out   that   most    of    this    waste    is 
already  being   generated  by  these   same  Federal 
employees   at    their  present   locations,   most    of  which 
are  within  Deer   Island's   collection  area.      Any 
increase   in   total    system   sewerage   resulting  from   this 
project   will    be    due   to    additional  future  employees, 
and   according   to   EPA,    will   be    so   slight   as    to  be 
undetectable . 

Sewer   lines   adjacent   to   Sites  A  and  K   do   not   appear 
to  be    adequate    to  meet   the   demands   of  the   new  Federal 
Building.      These   lines   would  have    to   be   upgraded    if 
either   of  these    sites    were   selected.      Sewer   lines 
adjacent   to   Sites   L   and    P  appear   adequate   to   meet   the 
demands   of   the  proposed  building.      If   necessary   the 
BRA  will   relocate   the  present  combined    sewer   line 
from  Nashua  Street    to  Lomasney  Way  in  order   to 
accommodate   construction   on   Site  P. 

3.        Steam 

a.  Setting 

The  Boston  Edison  Company  provides  the  delineated 
area  with  electric  power  and  steam  for  heating  and 
air  conditioning.  (Figure  12).   The  delineated  area 
is  well  served  with  steam  lines.   The  maximum  system 
capacity  is  2,385,000  pounds  per  hour.   The  maximum 
hourly  demand  which  occurred  in  January,  1977  is 
2,042,000  pounds. 

b .  Impacts 

Based   on   actual    usage   of   steam  for   heating   and 
cooling   at   the  John  F.   Kennedy  Federal   Building, 
which  is   similar    in   size   and    concept    to   the  proposed 
building,    it   is   estimated  that   the  proposed  building 
will   require    about    63,000,000  pounds    of    steam   per 
year.      A  spokesman  for  Boston  Edison  has   advised  GSA 
that    it   should  have  no  problem   in  meeting   the   demand 
of  the  new  building.      Adequate    steam   service    is 
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available  adjacent   to    all   four    alternate   sites.      If 
necessary  the  BRA  would   relocate  the  present   steam 
line    from  Nashua  Street   to  Lomasney  Way  in  order   to 
accommodate    construction   on  Site    P. 

4.  Electri  city 

a.  Setting 

Boston   Edison   has    the   generation    capacity  to  meet    its 
present   electric  power   demand  plus  excess   capacity 
for   sale  outside   its   service   area.      One- third  of   the 
company's   capacity  is   provided  by  nuclear   generation 
and    two- thirds    by  fossil    fuel    generation.      Edison's 
policy   is    to  maintain   its    generation  and  distribution 
capabilities    ten  years   ahead   of    demand   requirements. 
Downtown  Boston    is   well-served  with  electrical   feeder 
1  i  ne  s  . 

b .  Impacts 

Based   on    actual    usage   of   electricity  at   the  John  F. 
Kennedy  Federal   Building,    the  proposed  building   is 
estimated    to   require    about    11,600,000  kilowatt- hours 
per   year.      A  spokesman   for  Boston  Edison  has   advised 
GSA   that    there  would  be  no   difficulty  in  meeting   the 
building's  demand   in  regard   to   generating  capacity. 
Underground   cables   adequate   to   meet   the   demands    of 
the  proposed  building   are   readily   accessible   at   all 
four    alternate   sites. 

5.  Solid  Waste 

a.        Setting 

Solid  waste    in  Boston    is   disposed   of    in  sanitary 
landfills,    since  EPA  required  the  City   to  shut   down 
all   its   incinerators   about   four   years   ago.      Refuse   is 
collected  by  private   contractors,   and   is  disposed  of 
in   the  City's  Gardner   Street   landfill   site    in  West 
Roxbury,    in  several   other   landfill   sites,    and  at   the 
RESCO   resource   recovery  recycling  facility  in 
Saugus.      The  Gardner  Street   landfill    is  not   in 
compliance  with  State   regulations   and    is    rapidly 
reaching   its  capacity.      it   is  scheduled   to  be   closed 
as    of  June    30,    1980.      Thereafter   alternate   sites   will 
be  employed.      The  State   is   currently   drafting   new 
regulations    to   satisfy  Federal    solid  waste    disposal 
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criteria.      By  the    time  the  new  Federal  Office 
Building  is   completed,    it   is   expected  that    the  City- 
solid  waste   disposal   system  will    be   in    compliance 
with  the   new  State  regulations,   or   will   be   on   an 
approved   compliance  schedule. 

GSA  has    implemented   a   recycling  program   for    some 
Federal   agency  locations   in  Boston  including  the  John 
F.    Kennedy  Federal   Building.      Under   this   program,   GSA 
collects   and  sorts   the   paper,   which  is   then  sold  to 
an    independent   buyer.      This   program   replaced  a   full 
service    contract   in   1978,    after  the  latter  was  found 
to  be   economically  unfeasible. 

b.        Impacts 

The  new  building  is    estimated   to   generate   about    3.3 
tons   of   solid  waste  per    day.      This  waste   is    already 
being   generated  by   the  Federal   agencies    involved   in 
the  proposed   consolidation   and  should  not    create   an 
additional   burden   on   the    system.      With  agencies 
consolidated   in   one   building,    it   is   likely  that   the 
GSA   recycling  program  would  be   extended  to   cover 
them,    thereby  reducing  the   current   level    of   solid 
waste   that    they  generate.      Solid  waste   disposal 
considerations   are   independent    of   the    site  selected. 

6.        Other  Utilities 

Telephone   service,  natural   gas,   and  fire  alarm 
service   are  available   at   all    sites   and  appear   to   be 
adequate   to  meet    the    demands    of    the  proposed  Federal 
Office    Building   with  no   adverse   impacts. 

E.        Transportation   and   Parking 

1.        Streets   and  Traffic 

a.        Setting 

The  Delineated  Area    (DA)    is   well- served  by 
expressways   and   arterial   streets.     Major   expressways 
include   the  Massachusetts   Turnpike    (1-90),    serving 
the  western  part    of   the   state;    the  Southeast 
Expressway   (1-93),    serving  the  South  Shore,   Cape  Cod, 
and  Rhode  Island;   Route  1-93  serving  the  northern 
suburbs    and  New  Hampshire;    Route   1   and   the  Tobin 
Bridge  serving  the  North  Shore,   New  Hampshire,    and 
Maine;    and   the   Callahan/ Sumner  Tunnels   serving  Logan 
Airport   and  the  North  Shore.     Major    arterial   streets 
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serving  the  DA  include  Charles,  Beacon,  Tremont, 
Washington,  Congress,  Boylston,  Stuart,  and  Kneeland 
Streets,  Atlantic  Avenue,  and  the  Surface  Artery 
above  the  1-93  expressway.   CFigure  13J 

Interviews  conducted  in  May  and  June  of  1979  by  the 
BRA  in  order  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  the  Downtwon 
Crossing  revealed  a  modal  split  for  those  entering 
from  outside  the  City  as  follows: 

Mode  Percent 

Subway  48% 

Bus  101 

Auto  231 

Walk  81 

Other  Public  10% 

Other  Private  1% 

TOTAL  rum 

The   high  percentage   of   subway  use   in  this   area    is 
primarily   attributable   to  the  excellent   access    to  the 
four' rapid   transit   and    streetcar   lines. 

In  a   commuting   survey   of  Federal    employees   who  were 
employees   of   projected    tenant   agencies    in  May,    1979 
the  following   average  modal   split  was  shown   for    1,543 
respondents: 

Mode 

Private  car 

Carpools 

Government- owned   vehicle 

Public  Transportation 

Other  

TOTAL  1,543  100! 

b .        Impacts 

Of  the   approximately   3,000   Federal   employees   who  will 
be  relocated   to  the  new  building,    some    300  will    be 
relocated   from  Newton.      Of  the   total   of    3,000,    the 
remaining    2,700  are  presently  located  within   one   mile 
of   all   four    sites. 


People 

Percent 

247 

16% 

494 

32% 

48 

3% 

708 

46% 

46 

3% 

hi 
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^FIGURE    13      (cont.) 
Traffic     Approach  and. 
J>eParture    Patterns 


Accordingly  the  project  will   result   simply  in  a 
shifting   of   work  locations  for  most   of   the  employees 
within   Boston   Proper.      Therefore   the  "Cordon  Count" 
figures  for   downtown  Boston  of    all    traffic  and  people 
entering   the   downtown   area    should  not  be 
significantly  affected  by  the  project.      Compared  to 
the    282,332   persons   reported   as   entering   the   downtown 
area   during   the  morning  peak   hour,    it   can  be 
concluded    that    the   30  0  additional    employees   being 
relocated  from  outside  the   city   would  not   be 
significant   and   that    the  project  would  have   a 
negligible    impact    on  the  Cordon  Count    figures. 
However,   a  more   localized   impact  may  be   expected   on 
the    streets  in  the    immediate   vicinity   of   the  new 
Federal   Office   Building. 

A  comparison  of   the   GSA  survey  with  the  "Cordon 
Count"   figures    shows    that  more   Federal    employees   use 
public    transportation  for   commuting    to  work  than   does 
the  general   public  for   all  types   of   trips,  while 
fewer  Federal    employees   drive   cars.      Applying   the 
percentages   of   the  GSA   survey  to   the   3,000   employees 
to  be   housed   in  the  new  building    (.including 
custodial,    service,   and   future    expansion  personnel) 
gives   the  following  modal  split: 


Mode 

People 

Percent 

Private  car 

480 

16% 

Carpools 

960 

32% 

Government- owned   vehicle 

90 

3% 

Public  Transportation 

1,380 

46% 

Other 

90 

3% 

TOTAL 

3,000 

100% 

Based   on  the  respondents'    average  of   2.8  people  per 
carpool,    the   above   figures   indicate   that   a   total   of 
820  private   cars  including  carpools   will   be   driven  to 
work  by  Federal    employees    in  the  new  building. 

It   is   estimated   that   about    2,550  people  will    visit 
Federal    agencies    in  the  new  building   on   an  average 
day.      These   trips   will    be   spread  throughout   the   day, 
and  will   not   be   concentrated    in  the  morning   and 
evening  peak  hours  as  will   employee   trips. 
Therefore,   the  results   of    the   BRA  survey  can  be 
applied   to  Federal    agency  visitors,    since  the  three 
downtown   sites   are   located   within  the  Downtown 


50 


People 

Percent 

1,224 

48% 

25  5 

10% 

586 

23% 

205 

8% 

255 

10% 

25 

1% 

2,550 

100% 

Crossing  vicinity  and  the  North  Station   area   site    is 
as    favorably  located   with  respect    to  public 
transportation.      The  resulting  modal  split   is   as 
follows: 

Mode 

Subway 

Bus 

Auto 

Walk 

Other   Public 

Other  Private 

TOTAL 

Applying  a  factor  of  1.6  people  per  car  on  the 
average  {.source:   1974  Cordon  Count]  to  the  586 
"Auto"  visitors,  an  estimate  of  370  visitor  cars  per 
day  is  derived. 

A  study  conducted  by  the  BRA  for  the  Lafayette  Place 
project  estimated  the  distribution  of  traffic 
approach  to  the  project  Cwhich  is  within  three  blocks 
of  Sites  A,  K,  and  LJ  from  various  directions.   These 
estimates  were  based  on  minimum  time  paths  and 
population  distribution  and  correlated  with  survey 
data  collected  at  the  existing  Jordan  Marsh  store. 
Applying  the  BRA  approach  distribution  estimates  to 
the  Federal  employee  and  visitor  automobile  trips 
derived  above  gives  the  following  results: 

Employee  Visitor 
Direction  of  Approach  Percent     Autos     Autos 

Expressway  southbound 
Expressway  northbound 
Boylston-Stuart  eastbound 
Washington  Street  northbound 
Tremont  Street  southbound 
Summer  Street  westbound 
TOTAL 

Extrapolating  these  approach  patterns  down  to  the 
local  streets  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Sites  K, 
A,  and  L,  and  comparing  the  projected  employee  and 
visitor  traffic  volumes  to  present  average  daily 
traffic  CADTJ  volumes  on  each  street,  gave  a  rough 
estimate  of  the  traffic  impacts  associated  with  each 
site.   Because  most  of  the  streets  in  the  vicinity  of 
each  site  are  one-way,  both  approach  and  departure 


29% 

238 

107 

28% 

230 

104 

30% 

246 

111 

4% 

33 

15 

7% 

57 

26 

2% 

16 

7 

100% 

820 

370 
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A.D.T. 

Percent 

Number 

Increase 

2,900 

15% 

179 

6% 

11,310 

27% 

320 

2% 

7,500 

42% 

500 

6% 

6,600 

16% 

190 

2% 

patterns  were  analyzed.   CThe  "Present  A.D.T." 
figures  in  the  tables  below  were  taken  from  BRA  and 
City  of  Boston  traffic  counts  taken  in  July  of  1979.) 

The  approach  patterns  for  Site  A  were  as  follows: 

Project 
Present  Related  Trips  Percent 
Location 

Harrison  Ave.    (.Bedford   to 

Essex) 
Boylston  St. (between 

Tremont   §  Washington) 
Washington  St.    (between 

Essex  ^    Beach) 
Beach  St.    (between 

Harrison    §  Beach) 

Departure  patterns  for   Site  A  were: 

Project 
Present     Related  Trips     Percent 
Location  A.D. T.      Percent     Number   Increase 

Harrison  Ave.    (between 

Essex  ^    Beach)  4,265  32%  380  8% 

EssGx   St      fbctwcGH 

Washington    §  Harrison)  12,850  18%  214  1% 

Washington  St.    (s.    of 

Bedford)  4,310  20%  238  5% 

West  St.  6,800  30%  357  5% 

The  above   figures    indicate   that   the  most    significant 
traffic    impact   associated  with  Site  A  would  be  on  Washington 
Street,  where   employee  and   visitor  autos  entering  the  site 
would  be  expected  to   increase  present   traffic  volumes   by 
6%.      An   increase   of    8%   would  be   expected   of   autos   leaving 
the   area   via  Harrison  Avenue.      The  most   significant   impacts 
associated   with  approaching  vehicles   are   on  Harrison  Avenue 
which  would  be  expected   to  experience   a   traffic   increase  of 
about    6%.      Similarly  departing   traffic  on  West   Street  would 
increase   6%.      Traffic   volumes  increases    on  all   other   streets 
are    expected    to   be  less    than   5%.      Construction   has   begun  on 
a  new  street   to  be  named  Avenue   de  Lafayette.    (See  Figure 
10).      When   completed   next   year   this    one   way  westbound    street 
would  lessen   traffic    impacts    on  other  surrounding   streets. 
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The  employee  and  visitor  auto  approach  patterns 
expected  for  Site  K  were  as  follows: 

Project 
Present  Related  Trips  Percent 
Location 

Tremont  St.  (between 

Park  §  Boylston) 
Boylston  St.  (between 

Charles  §  Washington  J 
Washington  St.  (between 

Essex  §  Beach} 

Departure  patterns  for  Site  K  were: 

Project 
Present  Related  Trips  Percent 


A.D.T. 

Percent 

Number 

Increase 

16,500 

221 

262 

1% 

11,310 

20% 

238 

2% 

7,500 

58% 

69  0 

9% 

Location 

A.D.T. 

Percent 

Number 

Increase 

Boylston  St.    (between 

Charles    §  Tremont} 

Westbound 

5,800 

101 

119 

2% 

Tremont  St.    (between 

Boylston    §  Avery) 

16,400 

24% 

286 

1% 

Essex  St.    (Washington- 

east  ) 

12,850 

46% 

547 

4% 

Avery 

120 

1% 

10 

8% 

West 

6,800 

19% 

226 

3% 

The  highest  is  about  9%  for  approaching  vehicles  on 
Washington  Street  (south  of  Essex  and  Beach 
Streets).   The  next  highest  is  8%  on  Avery  Street. 
Traffic  volume  increases  on  all  other  streets  are 
expected  to  be  less  than  5%. 

For  Site  L,  anticipated  auto  approach  patterns  were 
as  follows: 

Project 
Present  Related  Trips  Percent 


Location 

Essex  St.   (between 

Kingston  ^  Lincoln) 
Summer  St.  (between 

Altl antic  Ave.  §  Lincoln) 
Kingston  St.  (between 

Summer  to  Bedford) 

Departure  patterns  for  Site  L  were: 


A.D.T. 

Percent 

Number 

Increase 

8,957 

34% 

405 

4% 

9,500 

59% 

702 

7% 

4,950 

7% 

83 

1% 
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Project 
Present  Rel 
Location 

Kingston  Street  (between 

Bedford  §  Essex) 
Essex  Street  (between 

Kingston  §  Lincoln) 
Summer  Street 

(Westbound) 

The  most   significant    traffic    impact   associated  with 
Site   L,    according   to   the   above   estimates,   would  be 
from   vehicles  leaving   the   site   via   Kingston  Street, 
resulting   in  an   anticipated    traffic  volime    increase 
of    almost    13%.      All   other   anticipated   traffic 
increases  are   less   than  101. 

For   Site   P  anticipated  auto   approach  patterns   were   as 
follows: 


Present 
A.D.T. 

Related 
Percent 

Trips 
Number 

Percent 
Increase 

5,300 

621 

738 

13% 

8,975 

31% 

369 

4% 

6,500 

7% 

83 

1% 

Location 

Lomasney  Way 

(Southbound) 
Staniford  Street 

(Northbound) 
Causeway  Street 

(Westbound) 
Nashua  Street 

(Southbound) 


Project 
Present     Related  Trips     Percent 


A.D.T. 

Percent 

Number 

Increase 

6,600 

30% 

355 

5% 

11,500 

30% 

355 

3% 

4,700 

30% 

35  5 

7% 

9,100 

10% 

125 

1% 

Departure  patterns  for  Site  P  were  as  follows 


Location 

Nashua  Street 

(Northbound) 
Staniford  Street 

(Southbound) 
Merrimac  Street 

(Southbound) 
Causeway  Street 

(East  bound) 


Project 
Present  Related  Trips  Percent 


A.D.T. 

Percent 

Number 

Increase 

7,200 

20% 

240 

3% 

5,000 

20% 

240 

4% 

10,000 

30% 

35  5 

3% 

4,300 

30% 

355 

8% 

Sh 


Present  ADT   volumes  and  Approach  and  Departure 
Patterns    for  Site   P  are  based    upon   BRA  traffic  counts 
taken   in  June   1980.      Between  the  present   and  the   1985 
estimated    completion    date   for  the  FOB   the  City  will 
close  Nashua  Street  Northbound  between  Causeway  and 
Cotting   Streets  and    concurrently  open  Lomasney  Way 
Northbound.      As   can  be   seen  above  all   anticipated 
traffic  increases   on   surrounding   streets  are    less 
than   101   of   present  ADT  with   the  largest   impact   being 
81   on  Causeway   Street   Eastbound. 

Several    important   factors  must   be   considered, 
however,    in  conjunction  with   the   above   traffic  impact 
estimates . 

First,    it  must    be  noted    that   the   above   estimates    of 
traffic   impacts   are  based   on  present   traffic  patterns 
and   volumes,    and   do   not   include  the   cumulative 
effects   of  other  proposed   construction  projects  in 
the   area.      However,  most    of   these  projects   also 
include  major   traffic  circulation    improvements  which 
should  help  to  mitigate   any  traffic   voltme    increases 
associated  with   them.      Thus,    the   traffic    impacts 
resulting  from   the  new  building   are    expected    to   be 
about   the   same,   whether   compared   to  existing  patterns 
and   volimes,    or   to    improved    circulation  patterns   and 
possible   higher   volumes   associated  with  other 
proposed    construction  projects.      These  projects,    and 
their   associated   traffic  circulation    improvements, 
are    described    in  Section   III. A. 3. 

Second,   a  meaningful   analysis   of   the    impacts   of   a 
given  traffic  increase  on   a  given  street  must    include 
an  estimate  of   the   street's   present  service  level 
(volume- to- capacity  ratioj.      This   was   not  possible, 
because    street   capacity  figures   are  not   available 
from   the  City.      It   is   possible   that   the   traffic 
increase  resulting  from  the  proposed  project    on  many 
of   the   surrounding   streets   would  still  not   cause   them 
to  greatly  increase  their  volume- to-capacity   ratios, 
and   would  therefore   not   contribute   significantly  to 
traffic  congestion. 

Third,   the  E.P.A.    Transportation  Control   Plan 
(.discussed  below)    contains  many  provisions  intended 
to   discourage   automobile   travel,    and   encourage  mass 
transit   ridership,    in  the   downtown   area.      These 
provisions,    combined   with   the   traffic  circulation 
improvements  included   in  the  Downtown  Crossing  and 
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Lafayette  Place  projects,   should  serve   to  reduce 
traffic   congestion   in  the    downtown   area  and  lessen 
the   traffic  impacts   of   the  proposed  project. 

Fourth,    the  location   of   the  four    sites   within   easy 
walking   distance   of   all    four   rapid   transit   lines,   and 
the  provision  of  no   employee  parking  at   the   building 
should  serve   to   encourage  Federal   employees   who  now 
drive  to  switch  to   public   transportation.      Also,    the 
consolidation   of    3,000   Federal    employees    at    one 
central   location  will  make  trip-matching   easier   for 
car   pools,  which  are   encouraged  by   the  Transportation 
Control  Plan   and  G.S.A. 's  Federal  Property  Management 
Regulations . 

Finally,   it  must   be  noted  that  many  of   the  Federal 
agencies   to   be    housed  in  the  new   building   are 
currently  allowing  staggered  work  hours,   or 
"flexi-time",   for   their    employees.      It   is   expected 
that   flexi-time  will   be   allowed  for   all  or  most   of 
the   employees  located   in  the  new   building,   which  will 
serve   to  reduce   the   volume  of   employee  auto  trips 
occurring   at   the  peak   hours,    thus   reducing  peak   hour 
traffic  volume   impacts    associated  with  the   proposed 
project . 
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2.        Parking 

a.        Setting 

Numerous   parking  facilities    are   available   in  and  near 
the  DA.      According  to  the  most   recent   "Inventory  of 
Off-Street   Parking  Facilities  Within  Boston  Proper", 
conducted  by  the  Transportation-Planning  Department 
of    the   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,   the   following 
facilities    are  available: 


Type   of  Facility 

Lots 
Open   to   the   public 
Private   use 

Total  Lots 
Garages 
Open   to   the   public 
Private   use 

Total  Garages 
Total  Off-Street   Facilities 


Number 
of  Units 


127 
199 


32  6 


49 
25 


74 


40  0 


Capacity 

8,753 
10,199 

18,952 

26,778 
8,722 

35,500 
54,452 


"Boston  Proper"    is   defined  in  this   survey  as   that 
area   of    the    Boston  peninsula  bounded  by  Massachusetts 
Avenue,    the  Southeast   Expressway,    Fort  Point 
Channel-Boston  Harbor    and   the   Charles  River.      In 
addition  to  the   off-street  facilities   listed  above, 
there   are   7,575  metered   curb  spaces    and   about    1,000 
unmetered   curb  spaces  for    an  on-    and  off-street    grand 
total   of   approximately  63,000   spaces    in  Boston 
Proper.    The  portion   of   the  "Off-Street   Parking 
Inventory"   map  which   covers    the  DA   is   shown   in  Figure 
14.      As   this  map  shows,    parking  facilities    are 
well- dispersed,    so  that    ample  parking  is   available   in 
all    parts    of   the  DA. 
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FIGURE   14     (cont'd) 


With  the  establishment  of  the  Downtown  Crossing  Plan 
by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  the  area 
encompassed  by  the  Plan  becomes  a  restricted 
on- street  parking  zone  with  no  parking  at  anytime 
around  any  of  the  frontages  of  the  three  Sites,  K,  A, 
and  L,  all  of  which  are  within  the  Downtown  Crossing 
area  . 

b .    Impacts 

There    are    two    existing   parking  lots   in  Site   K,    one,   a 
pri  vately- owned  public  lot  with   43   spaces   and  the 
other   a  publicly- owned   public  lot   with   26   spaces. 
These  would  be  replaced  by   the    285   basement   parking 
spaces    to  be  provided    in   the  new  building  were    it    to 
be   built    on  this   site,    although  no  parking    is    to  be 
provided   for    employees. 

At   Site  A,    the  Hayward   Place  Garage    that   was    referrea 
to   in  the  Draft   Environmental   Impact  Statement   was 
demolished    in  August,    1979    as   part   of   the  Lafayette 
Place  project.      Thus   the  proposed  project   would 
displace  only  temporary  lot  parking. 

Site  L   presently  contains   a  pri  vately- owned  public 
lot   with   69    spaces   and    two   publicly- owned   public 
garages    one  of  which,    the   Kingston  Street  Garage 
contains    735    spaces   and    the  other   the  Lincoln  Street 
Garage   containing    334  spaces.      BRA  plans  call   for 
demolition   of   the  Lincoln  Street   Garage  with  its 
replacement   by  underground  parking   proposed   to  be 
built    on    a   site  next   to   the  present   Boston   Edison 
sub- station.      However,    if   Site  L   were   selected  for 
the  new  Federal    building   both   garages   would  be 
demolished  and  replaced,    in  part,    with   285-spaces   of 
basement  parking   in   the  new  building. 

Site   P  contains  six  privately   owned  public  parking 
lots  with  a   total    capacity   of    approximately   250 
cars.      These  would  be  replaced  by   the    285  parking 
spaces    to  be  provided    in   the  new  building,    although 
no  parking   will    be  provided  for   employees. 

3.        Public  Transportation 
a .        Setting 

Rapid   transit   and   local    bus    service   is   provided   by 
the  Massachusetts   Bay  Transportation  Authority 
CM.B.T.A.).    There    are   10  rapid   transit   stations    in  or 
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near  the  DA,    including  all   five  stations  where   free 
transfer   between   lines    is   available    (Park  Street, 
Washington,   Government  Center,    State,    and 
Haymarket).      The   four    subway  lines    serving  the  DA  are 
shown  in  Figure    15.      South  Station   and  North  Station 
both  within  the  DA  are   the    terminals   for    all  MBTA 
commuter   trains  from  the  south  and  north, 
respectively.      South  Station   is   also   the    Boston 
terminal   for  Amtrak  trains   to  the  south  and  west. 

Boston   has    several   kinds    of   bus   service   available, 
including  MBTA,    private    commuter,    and   intercity   bus 
lines.      MBTA   local   buses    serve   key  points   within  the 
city  while  express    buses   reach  the  outer   fringes   of 
the  metropolitan   area.      Private   commuter   bus    lines 
serve   cities   and  towns   outside   of  Metropolitan 
Boston.    Inter- city  bus    lines    use   the   Greyhound  and 
Trailways   terminals   in  Park   Square,   which   is  in  the 
western  part    of    the    delineated   area.      Good   taxi 
service   is   also   available   in   downtown  Boston. 

b.        Impacts 

The  modal    split    estimates    in  Section   III.E.  1   above 
indicate  that   approximately    1,380   Federal    employees 
and   1,450   visitors    will    arrive   at   the   proposed 
building   on   public   transportation.      The  MBTA  supports 
the  Federal  Office   Building  project   because   it  will 
serve  to   centralize  the  work  location  for  Federal 
employees    to   the    downtown   area,  where   the  MBTA   system 
is   best   equipped  to   assime  a   greater  share  of 
commuting  by  public  transportation.      The  MBTA  has 
indicated  that    a  review  of   the   likely  effects    of   the 
building  on   its    facilities    will   be    undertaken   after    a 
specific    site   has   been  selected,    in   order   to 
determine  whether   modifications    are  needed  to   those 
nearby   transit   stations  which  may  experience  larger 
rush-hour   peaks    in  travel    demands    due   to   the   new 
building . 

It   should  be   noted   that   Federal   employees    would  tend 
to   travel   to   and  from  the   building  primarily  during 
the  morning  and  evening  rush  hours,   and  would 
therefore   have  a  more  pronounced  effect   on  the 
transit   system   than  would  visitors,  whose   travel 
would  be  spread  throughout   the  working   day.      In  order 
to  partially  mitigate   adverse   effects    on  public 
transit   as    a  result    of   rush-hour    commuting   by 
employees,   many  of    the  Federal    agencies   proposed   to 
be  relocated  to  the  new   building  have   instituted 
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FIGURE     15 

MBTA     ROUTE    MAP 
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staggered   work  hours    (."flexi-time").      The  flexi-time 
policy  for  these   agencies   will    probably  be   continued 
after  they   are   relocated    to   the  new  building,    and  may 
be  expanded   to   cover   all   or  most   of  the   agencies   in 
the  building.      The  MBTA  supports   such  a    staggered 
work   hour  program   because    it   contributes    to  better 
utilization   of   rolling   stock   and   a  more    comfortable 
ride   for   users   during  commuting  hours. 

There    are    two   MBTA  Subway  Stations   near   or   at   Site 
K.      These   are  the  Boylston  Street   Station   at   the 
comer   of   Boylston   Street   and   Tremont  Street    CGreen. 
Line)    across   the   street   from  the    site   on  Tremont 
Street,    and   the  Essex   Street   Station   at   Boylston 
Street  and  Washington  Street    [Orange  Line)    at   the 
southeastern   comer   of   the   site. 

Site  A  at   600  Washington  Street   is   also  served  by   the 
Essex  Street   Station    (Orange   Line)   across    the   street 
from  the   site,    and  within   easy  walking   distance    (one 
short   block)    of   the   Boylston   Street   Station    (Green 
Line). 

Site  L    is    served   by  the  South  Station    (Red   Line) 
about   a  block  from  the   site  and  the  Washington  Street 
Station    (Red   and  Orange   Lines)   about   two   blocks   away. 

The   area   in  which  Site   P   is   located   is   served  by   the 
North  Station    (Orange   and  Green  Lines)   across    the 
street   from  the   site.      North  Station   is  also   a 
commuter  rail   terminal.      A  proposal   of   the  North 
Station  Redevelopment  Plan   (Safdie  Plan)    and   one 
which  is   essential    to  GSA's  consideration   of   Site   P 
is   the  removal   of   the  existing  MBTA  Green  Line 
elevated    structure   and   its   replacement  with  a   transit 
alternative.      A   study   of   alternatives   is    currently 
under  way  by  the   BRA  and  MBTA,    and   it    is   anticipated 
that  a   firm   proposal   for  the  Green  Line   undertaking 
will   be    developed   and   available  for  GSA's 
consideration   in  making   the   selection  of   the   site   for 
the  new  Federal   Building   project. 

There    is   also  local    bus   service  past   all   four   sites. 

4.        Pedestrian  Circulation 

a .        Setting 
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BRA   studies   undertaken   in  conjunction  with  the 
Lafayette   Place  project   indicate  that   pedestrian 
traffic  volumes    in  the    vicinity  of  Sites  A,    K,   and  L 
is    very  high,    especially  along  Washington,    Summer, 
and  Tremont   Streets.      Due    to   the   narrow  sidewalks    in 
the   area,    pedestrian  experience  was   one   of    conflict 
and   confusion  prior   to   the    implementation   of    the 
Downtown  Crossing  circulation   improvements.      These 
improvements   created   a  pedestrian  "transitway"    along 
Washington  Street   north  of  West  Street,    Summer  Street 
west    of   Chauncy   Street,   and  Winter   Street.      The 
"transitways"    allow  pedestrians   to   use  the   entire 
street   width  and  restrict   vehicular   traffic  to  buses, 
taxis,    and  delivery  trucks,   which  are  only  allowed 
during  certain   hours. 

While   pedestrian   volumes    are  lower   in  the  North 
Station  Area   than   along  Washington  Street    sidewalks 
are  narrow  and    confused   pedestrian  patterns    are   a 
by-product    of    the    street    system. 

b.        Impacts 

The   new  Federal   Building  will   be   a  major   pedestrian 
generator    at   any   site.      All   of  the    3,000  employees 
and   2,550   visitors    will    ultimately  reach   the   building 
on  foot,    except   those  few  visitors  who    are  able  to 
park   in  the   basement   garage. 

The  major   pedestrian  approaches   to  Site  A  are 
Washington,    Boylston   and  Essex  Streets,  with  the 
majority  of    pedestrians    coming  south  on  Washington 
from    the   area   of  Jordan  Marsh.      Sidewalks    along 
Washington  Street    are  presently  narrow   and  would 
probably  not   be   able  to   handle   the    increase  in 
pedestrian  traffic.      However,    these   sidewalks    are 
proposed   to  be  widened   as   part    of    the    street 
improvements    associated  with  the  Lafayette   Place 
project.      Also,  when   the   Lafayette  Place   project    is 
completed,    pedestrians   will    be  able  to  approach  Site 
A  via  a  public  pedestrian   easement    through   the  Jordan 
Marsh  store,   thus  further  relieving  congestion  on 
Washington  Street.      The  Liberty  Tree  Park  should  help 
to  relieve    congestion  frcan   pedestrian  traffic 
approaching  Site  A  along  Boylston  Street.      Some 
pedestrian    congestion  may  be    created  along   Essex 
Street    and  Harrison  Avenue,  which  have   narrow 
sidewalks,    although  only  a   small   percentage  of 
pedestrians   would  be  expected  to  approach  Site  A  from 
these   directions. 
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Site  K   is   approached  primarily  via  Tremont,    Boylston, 
Washington,   and  Essex  Streets,    with   the  majority   of 
pedestrians   coming   south  on  Tremont  and  Washington. 
The  wide   sidewalks   on  Tremont  Street,    adjacent   to  the 
Common,   should  easily  accomodate   this   increased 
pedestrian  flow.      The  proposed   sidewalk  widening 
along  Washington   Street   and  pedestrian   easement 
through  Jordan  Marsh  should  adequately  provide   for 
increases    in  pedestrian  flow  to   Site  K  along 
Washington  Street.      Some  pedestrian   congestion  may  be 
expected   along   Boylston   and   Essex   Streets  although, 
as   with  Site  A,    relatively  few  people   are  expected   to 
approach  from   these   directions. 

Major   pedestrian  approaches   to  Site  L   include   Summer 
Street    (both  from   the  west    and   eastj,    Devonshire^ 
High,   and   Bedford  Streets,    with   the  majority   coming 
along   Summer   Street.      Except    for   the   short   block 
between  Chauncy  and  Kingston  Streets,    Summer  Street 
is   now  an   exclusive  pedestrian  mall   from  Washington 
Street   to  Site   L.      Some  pedestrian  problems  may  be 
encountered   along   this    short   block,    but    otherwise 
pedestrian   access  from  the  retail   and  rapid   transit 
core    area    is   adequate.      The  other  major   approach 
route,   from  the  South  Station  area,    is   less 
attractive.      Pedestrians   coming  from   this   direction 
must   cross   the  heavily    travelled  Surface  Artery. 
Sidewalks   in   this   direction    are   not   especially  wide; 
however,    the  Federal    employees  and  visitors 
approaching   the   site   from   this   direction  will 
represent    only  a  small    percentage  of  the  thousands   of 
commuters   and    shoppers   who   daily  enter  the   downtown 
area  from  the   trains  and  subways   at  South  Station. 
Construction   of   the  proposed   building   on  Site  L 
should   therefore  not   contribute   appreciably   to  the 
already  heavy   pedestrian  congestion   along   Summer 
Street   between  Church  Green  and  South  Station. 
Devonshire,    Bedford,   and  High  Streets  may   experience 
some   increased  pedestrian   congestion  as   a  result   of 
the  proposed  project,   although   this   is   not   expected 
to  be   significant. 

The  major  pedestrian  approaches    to   Site  P  are 
Stanford,   Canal,   and  Causeway  Streets.      The  Safdie 
Plan  proposes    to   emphasize  walkways   and  malls 
connecting   the  North  Station   area  with  the  Faneuil 
Marketplace   and  Government  Center,    and   limiting  Canal 
Street   to  pedestrian   traffic   only.      An   east-west 
pedestrian  way   is   proposed   leading  from   the  West   End 
to  the  North  End  Waterfront. 
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5.        Transportation  Control  Plan 

a.  Setting 

On  July   2,    1973,    E.  P.A.    issued   a  "Transportation 
Control  Plan"    CT.C.P.)  for  Boston   under  the  Clean  Air 
Act    of   1970.      Since   that   time  it   has   gone   through 
several   revisions,    public  hearings,    and   court    cases. 
Pursuant   to   the   Clean  Air  Act  Amendments    of    1977,    a 
revised  State  Implementation  Plan  has   been  submitted 
to  EPA  for   review.      The   plan  puts    a  "freeze"    on 
construction  of  new  commercial   parking  facilities 
within  downtown  Boston.    It   also  requires    employers    to 
provide   certain  incentives   to  employees  in  order  to 
reduce    the   number   of    single  passenger   vehicles   used 
for    commuting  to  work  by   25  percent.      These  measures 
include   encouraging  employees    to   use  public 
transportation   by   off  ering  M.  B.  T.  A.    passes   and 
posting  schedules,  publicizing  any  applicable 
on-street   parking  regulations   in  the   vicinity  of   the 
facility,   offering  incentives   for   the   use  of   bicycles 
by  commuters,    conducting  a   car  pool  matching  and 
promotional   program,    and  providing  van-type    vehicles 
to   groups   of   8   or  more  employees  who  agree  to  operate 
them   and  pay  for   their   operating  costs.      The  T.C.P. 
requires   employers   to  submit   a  "base   data"   report   on 
commuting   vehicles    and   single  passenger    commuting 
vehicles   to  the  Massachusetts  Secretary  of 
Transportation   and  Construction,   and  to   submit 
periodic  updating  reports  indicating  whether  the   25 
percent    reduction  goal   has   been  met. 

b.  Impacts 

While  the   E.P. A.    Transportation  Control   Plan  for 
Boston  originally  called  for    a  twenty-five   percent 
reduction  in  the  number   of   employee  parking  spaces 
provided  by  large   businesses,   this   requirement  was 
replaced   in  the   final   amendments   by  incentives   for 
reduction  in  single- passenger    commuter   vehicle   use, 
as    outlined  above    (Section  III.E.l).      A  "freeze"    on 
commercial    parking  facility  construction   is   still    in 
effect,   but   no  n- commercial    facilities   such  as    the 
proposed  basement    garage   are  not   now  covered  by  the 
T.C.P.      Upon   completion   of    the  new   building,   G.S.A. 
will    comply  with  applicable  requirements    of   the 
T.C.P.      It  should  be  noted   that    the  Federal   Executive 
Board   in  Boston   has   been  working  on   a  Federal 
carpooling  program  for  the  past   three  or   four   years. 
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This   program  is   now  in  place   and   is   updated 
annually.      Furthermore,   the    use   of   employee   carpools 
is    encouraged    under   present  Federal  Property 
Management  Regulations    CF.  P.M.R.)    issued  by  G.S.A. 
governing  the   assignment    of   parking  spaces    by  Federal 
agencies    in  GSA-controlled  facilities.      The  F.  P.M.R. 
requires   agencies   to   assign  spaces,    in   order   of 
priority,   to   official    and   visitor    vehicles,   severely 
handicapped  employees,    and  not  more  than  10  percent 
of    spaces    to   executives    and  persons    assigned   unusual 
hours.      The  remainder    are  to   be   assigned  to   employee 
carpools   to  the   extent   practical,   with  priority  given 
in   order   of   the  number   of  members    of   the   carpool. 
These  regulations    will    apply  to   the   new  building,   and 
carpooling  will    be  further    encouraged  by  the  fact 
that    employees    who    are  now  scattered  over   many 
locations   will    be    concentrated  in   one  place,  making 
trip  matching  easier. 

F.        Physical  Characteristics 

1.        Geological    Conditions 

a.  Setting 

Boston   is   located   in  a   geological    sub- region,   the 
Boston   Basin,   which,    due  to  the  softer    underlying 
rock,    is   lower    in  elevation   than    tne    surrounding 
area.      The   delineated   area   is    generally   flat   v/ith 
elevations    of   10  to   20   feet    above    sea   level    except 
along  the   eastern   slopes    of  Beacon  Hill,    between 
Congress    and  Tremont   Streets.      There,   the   elevation 
reaches   a  maximum   of  about    55  feet    at  Beacon   and 
Tremont   Streets. 

Boston  was    originally  a   virtual    island,   connected   to 
the  mainland  by  only   a  narrow  neck   of  land.      Over  the 
past   150   years,   the   shoreline   has    continually  been 
altered,    so  that  much  of  Boston  is   now  man-made   fill. 
Figure   16   shows    the   approximate   contour   of    the 
original   shoreline. 

b.  Impacts 

Preliminary  geotechnical    investigations   have   been 
made   at    each  of   the  four   proposed   sites.      The 
following  is   a   summary  of    the    subsurface    soils   and 
their  thicknesses,    given   in   order   of   increasing 
depth,   that    are   expected   to  be   encountered   at    the 
various    sites: 


67 


W      l"=800'l     I     I     I     I     I     I    IZI    ^ 


68 


Site  A  Artificial    fill    C5'-10'J;    yellow  clay  with 
sand  and   gravel    1.5' -10' j;    blue   clay  with  sand 
t5'-20'J;    fine    sand    (S'-IO'J;    blue   clay   C15'-35'J; 
glacial    till. 

Site  K  Artificial    fill    C5'-10'J;    yellow  clay  with 
sand    1 10 '-20 'J    blue   clay  (.5' -25');    fine   sand 
C5'-15'3;    blue   clay   Cl5'-30');    glacial   till. 

Site   L  Artificial    fill    (.5'-15'J;    yellow  clay  with 
sand  and   gravel    (10 '-15');    blue   clay   (15 '-30');    fine 
sand  with   clay  {.5'-25');    glacial    till. 

Site  P  Artificial    fill    C10'-25');    soft  compressible 
organic   silt    (10'-20');    yellow  clay  (.5'-10');    gray 
silty  clay   C5');    glacial   till    C5'-10');    weathered 
argillite. 

A  premilinary  analysis   of   the   soil    conditions   at    each 
site   indicates   that  a  caisson  foundation  system 
bearing   in  glacial   till  would  be  most    feasible  for 
Sites  A,   K,   and  L.      The   foundation  system  for  Site   P 
is   expected    to  be  piles   driven  to  bed   rock.      A  mat 
foundation   at   all   four   sites   is   also    a  possibility. 

Groundwater   levels   are  normally  about   ten  feet   below 
ground  surface   at  Sites  A,   K,   and  L  and  about  seven 
feet   below  ground   surface   at   Site   P.      Lowering   the 
groundwater  level   in  the  surrounding   area   could   cause 
compression   of   the   soft  compressible  organic  silts 
and  potentially  damage   nearby   structures.      In  order 
to   avoid  this    situation,   during   construction   an 
interlocking    steel   sheet   piling  system   could  be 
installed   and   driven   into   the   clay  layer.      This   would 
then  function  as  a    cutoff  wall    and  the  groundwater   in 
the   surrounding   area    could  be  maintained   at 
approximately   normal  levels. 

2.  Vegetation   and  Wildlife 

Due    to  the   urban  nature  of   the   area,   no    impact    on 
vegetation   or  wildlife   is   anticipated. 

3.  Natural  Hazards 

a.        Setting 

Natural   hazards   which  are   likely  to    affect   Boston 
include  flooding,    earthquakes,   and  high  winds. 
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No   detailed  "Flood  Insurance   Study"    or  "Flood 
Insurance  Rate  Map"    is   available  for  Boston  from  the 
Federal    Insurance  Administration    (F.I. A.)    of    the 
Department    of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 
However,   a  "Flood  Hazard  Boundary  Map"    CF.H.B.M.), 
which  shows  "special    flood  hazard   areas"   is   available 
from  F.I. A.,    and   is   shown   in  Figure   17.      A  special 
flood  hazard  area  is   one  in  which  a  flood  has   a  one 
percent   chance   of  occurring  in  any  given  year;    in 
other  words,    it   is   the  100-year   flood   plain.      An 
F.H. B.M.      is   a  preliminary  map  issued  before   a 
detailed  study  is    undertaken,    and  is   based  on  the 
best   available  information.      In  addition,   the  U.S. 
Army  Corps    of  Engineers   has   advised  that   overland 
flooding   in  downtown   Boston   is   the   result   of    coastal 
flooding  from   tidal   surges   in  Boston  Harbor,    caused 
by  hurricanes    and   intense   coastal    storms.      The 
100-year   flood  elevation   in  the   area   is    estimated   by 
the  Corps    to  be  10.8  feet    above   sea  level. 

According  to  the  "Seismic  Risk  Map   of   the  United 
States",    Boston   is   located   in  earthquake  zone    3,    the 
highest   possible  rating.      However,   this   rating  is 
based   on  known   geological    formations,   evidence   of 
strain  release,    and  historical   records    of   known 
earthquakes,   and  not    on   the   probable   frequency  of 
occurence.      The  main  reason  for  Boston's   high  risk 
rating   is   an   earthquake   that    occurred   in  1755   off    the 
coast   of  Cape  Ann,   with  an  intensity  rating   of  VIII 
on   the  Modified  Mercalli   Intensity   (.Damage)    Scale. 
No   earthquakes    of   as   great   an  intensity  have  occurred 
since   then,   and  there  is   now  some  speculation  that 
the  records   of  the  intensity  of  the  1755   earthquake 
are   somewhat    exaggerated.      Also,   historical  records 
indicate  that   the  probability  of   a   damaging 
earthquake   occurring  in  Boston   is   about    30   times    less 
than  for  San  Francisco,   which  is   also   in  seismic   risk 
zone   3. 

The  National  Weather  Service   has   advised  that 
Massachusetts  experiences  about  four  tornadoes   per 
year,    in   addition   to   thunderstorms   with  strong  wind 
and  hail,    and  occasional   hurricanes.      Out   of   one 
hundred   tornadoes    occuring  between   1950  and  1973,    all 
but   two  were   small    by  Midwest   standards.      The  two 
large   ones    struck  Worcester    and  West  Stockbridge    in 
1953   and  1973,   respectively.      The  average 
Massachusetts    tornado    is    only  one  mile  long  and  100 
feet  wide,    and  the  probability  of   one  striking  any 
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particular   location    is    small.      More   likely  to   occur 
are    strong,    possibly  damaging   winds    (gusts   of   60   to 
80  m.p.h.)    for  very  short   periods    of    time    Cless   than 
15   minutes),    and  hail,    associated  with   severe 
thunderstorms.      Such   storms   have    a  return   frequency 
of    5   to   10  years.      Hurricane   force  winds   are  less 
likely,    and   have   occurred    three   times    in  recent 
years,    in  September   1938,    April   1954,   and  February 
1978.      The  maximum  wind   recorded    in  Boston  was    87 
m.p.h.    in  the   hurricane  of  1938. 
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b.        Impacts 

Executive  Order    11988  prohibits  Federal    agencies    from 
constructing  a  building   within  the  100-year   flood 
plain   except   where   there    is   no  practicable 
alternative.      In  the   event   that   construction   in   a 
flood  plain  is  unavoidable,    special    flood  protection 
measures   for  the  building   are  required.      Any  portion 
of   the   delineated  area   which  lay  within  the   special 
flood  hazard  area   would  normally   be  excluded  from 
further  consideration.      As  can  be    seen  from  Figure 
13,   none  of  the  proposed   sites   are  within  the  flood 
pi  ai  n . 

Design   for  wind  and   earthquake  loads    is    quite 
complicated  and  depends   on   a  number   of  factors, 
including  location,   setting   Curban  or   rural), 
terrain,    building  height,    building   configuration,    and 
so   forth.    Normally,    any  building   constructed    in 
Boston  would  have   to   be    in   conformance  with   the 
Massachusetts   State   Building  Code,  which   sets   forth 
design   criteria  for  wind  and  earthquake  loads.      While 
the  Federal   Government   is   exempt    from    state   laws,   the 
building  design  will    be  based   on  the   criteria  of   the 
state   code,   or   another   applicable   code,   and   will    be 
consistent   with   wind  and   earthquake    conditions  found 
in  Boston. 

4.        Ambient  Air  Quality 

a.        Setting 

Boston    is    located   in  the  metropolitan  Boston 
Intrastate  Air  Quality  Control  Region    (.A.Q.C.R.),    as 
defined  by  the  U.    S.    Environmental   Protection  Agency 
CE.  P.A),    and   in  the  Metropolitan  Boston  Air  Pollution 
Control   District    CA.P.C.D.},    as   defined  by  the 
Massachusetts  Department   of  Environmental  Quality 
Engineering   (.D.E.Q.E.).      The   Boston  A.Q.C.R.      is   used 
by   E.P.A.    for   purposes   of  monitoring  pollutants  and 
determining   attainment   or   non- attainment   of   Federal 
air    quality   standards.      The  Boston  A.  P. CD.      covers 
the   same   area   as    the  A.Q.C.R.    and   is   used   by  the 
D.E.Q.E.    for    issuing  and  enforcing   air  pollution 
control   regulations. 

E.P.A.    has    issued   "primary"    and  "secondary"    National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards    (N.A. A.Q.S.J   for   seven 
"criteria"   pollutants:      sulfur    dioxide    CS023,    total 
suspended  particulates    CTSP  or  "particulates"), 
carbon  monoxide    (CO),    photochemical   oxidants    C'ozone" 
or    03),    hydrocarbons    (HC)  ,    nitrogen   dioxide    CN02)  , 
and   lead.      Primary  standards   are    those   designed    to 
protect   the  public  health,   and  are   generally  more 
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TABLE   III 

FEDERAL  AND   MASSACHUSETTS    AMBIENT   AIR    QUALITY  STANDARDS 

Averaging          Primary                         Secondary 
Pollutant Time* Standards+ Standards  + 

Carbon  Monoxide  1- hr  35   ppm  Same   as 

primary 

8-hr  9  ppm  Same   as 

primary 

Nitrogen  Dioxide       Annual**  0.05   ppm  Same   as 

primary 

l-hr++  0.25-0.50   ppm         Not    proposed 

as   yet 

Ozone  1-hr***  0.12   ppm  Same   as 

primary 

Hydrocarbons  3-hr  Same   as 

nonmethane  6  to   9  a.m.  0.24  ppm  primary 

Lead  3-month  0.006   ppm  Not    proposed 

as   yet 

*Except  for   the   annual    standards,    all    standards    are  specified 
as    not   to  be   exceeded  more   than   once    a   year. 

+Standards    are   given  in   parts    per  million    Cppm). 

**Arithmetic  mean. 

++Proposed   standard. 
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stringent   than   secondary  standards,   which  are 
designed   to  protect   the  public  welfare.      (.Table   IIIJ 
Vehicles   constitute   significant   sources    of    carbon 
monoxide,    nitrogen  dioxide,   and  are   indirectly 
responsible  for  concentrations    of   photochemical 
oxidents.      Sulfur  oxides  and  particulates   are   emitted 
primarily  from   stationary  sources    such  as   power 
plants  and   industrial    stacks.      The    state  monitors 
pollution   levels   within  each  A.Q.C.R.,    and   reports 
its    findings    to  E.P.A.    Based   on  these  reported 
levels,    E.P.A.    assigns   a  "priority"    of    I,    II,    or   III 
for    each  of   five  pollutants    CS02,    TSP,    CO,    03,   and. 
N02J    for   each  A.Q.C.R.    Generally,   priority  I    means 
the  N.A.A.Q.S.      are  exceeded,    priority  II  means 
pollution   levels   are   borderline,    and   applies   only  to 
TSP  and  S02    (.the  others   are  rated  I   or   III),   and 
priority  III   means   a   relatively  low  pollution   level 
with  no  N.A.A.Q.S.    violations.      E.P.A.    uses   these 
priority  levels    to   evaluate   State   Implementation 
Plans    (.SIPj   for  meeting  clean  air   standards.      The 
Boston  A.Q.C.R.    has    been  rated   priority  I    for  TSP, 
CO,    03,   and  S02,    and  priority  III    for  N02. 

The   target   date   for   attainment   of   national    primary 
standards   was  May   31,    1975,   and  for   secondary 
standards,  within  a  reasonable   time  period.      For   the 
Boston  A.Q.C.R.    the   target  date   for    attainment   of 
primary  standards   was    extended    to  May   31,    1977.      Due 
to   nationwide  failures    to    attain  the    standard  the 
Clean  Air  Act   was   ammended    in   1977   requiring   states 
to  submit    revised    implementation  plans   by   19  79   for 
the   attainment   of   air   quality  standards    by   1983.      A 
revised  Massachusetts   State   Implementation  Plan  has 
been   submitted   and   is   undergoing   EPA  review.      In 
areas   with   severe   carbon  monoxide  or   photochemical 
oxident  problems,    if   the   standards   are  not  met   by 
1982,   despite  reasonable  efforts,    an  extension  of  the 
target   date   to    1987   is   possible.      The  Massachusetts 
Department   of  Environmental  Quality  does  not 
anticipate   attainment  by   1982   and   an  extension   to 
1987  has   been  granted. 

There    are    air   quality  monitoring   sites   within  the 
City   of  Boston   at  Kenmore   Square,    South  Hampton 
Street,    and  Visconti    Street.      The  Kenmore   Square    site 
measures   all    five  priority  pollutants  except   03;    the 
South  Hampton   Street   site  measures   TSP  and   S02;    and 
the  Visconti   Street   site  measures   CO   and  S02. 
According   to   the  EPA  Annual  Report   on  Air  Quality  in 
New  England   in   1978,    the  Kenmore   Square    site   violated 
the   secondary   24   hour   TSP   standard   twice  with  no 
violations   of  the  primary   standard.      It   violated   the 
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primary  8  hour  CO    standard   12   times.      The  Visconti 
Street   site  violated  the  primary   8  hour  CO    standard 
29  times.      Both  Visconti   Street   and  Kenmore   Square 
were   in  compliance  for  S02.      South  Hampton  Street  was 
in  compliance  for  both  S02  and  TSP.      According  to  the 
report  at  Kenmore  Square  particulate  levels  have 
declined;    however,   violations   of   secondary 
particulate    standards  have  been  recorded  at  this  and 
other  sites   in  the  Boston   area.      Sulfur   dioxide 
levels  are  unchanged  and  moderate.     At  Kenmore  Square 
monoxide  levels  have    shown   a  decrease  over  the   1974 
to  1978  period  from   very  unhealthful  to  unhealthful. 
Maximum  ozone  levels   in  the  Boston   area   continue   to 
be   unhealthful. 

In  addition   to  nationwide  standards    limiting  motor 
vehicle  emissions,    B.P.A.   and  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering  have 
developed  a  "Transportation  Control  Plan"   IT. C.P.J 
for  the  Boston  A.Q.C.R.    (Appendix  C   of   the  State 
Implementation  Plan].      The  plan  envisioned  by  E.P.A. 
is  intended   to  reduce  hydrocarbons   by  60%  and   carbon 
monoxide  by   511  throughout  the  region.      It  calls  for 
inspection   and  maintenance  of  emission   control 
equipment   on  cars,    parking   restrictions   to  discourage 
unnecessary  driving,   and   greater  use  of   carpools, 
bicycles,   and  mass   transit.      The  T.CP.    is  more  fully 
discussed   in  Section   III.E,   "Transportation   and 
Parking."     The  EPA  has  indicated  that  its   primary 
strategy  for  the  reduction  of  air  pollution   in 
Massachusetts  will   be  the   implementation  of  a  vehicle 
inspection   and  maintenance  program.      The  Inspection 
and  Maintenance  program  will   be   in  effect  by  January 
1,    1982. 

Among  the  major  components  of   the  Massachusetts 
implementation  plan  for  meeting  clean  air   standards 
are   the  "Massachusetts  Air  Pollution  Control 
Regulations."  These  regulations  are   administered  by 
the  D.E.Q.E.  ,   and   govern   emissions   from  facilities 
such  as  Federally-owned  buildings.      Previously, 
Federal   facilities  were   exempt   from  the 
administrative  procedures  of  such   state  regulations, 
but  were  required   to  comply  substantively.    That    is, 
they  were  not  allowed   to  violate   state  regulations, 
but   formal   permits  and  record  keeping  were  not 
required.      However,   the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  of 
August,   1977  require   that  Federal   facilities  now 
comply  with   state  regulations  administratively  as 
well,   obtaining  required  permits  and  keeping 
necessary   records. 
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The  regulations    require    that   anyone    constructing, 
subtantially   reconstructing,    or   altering  a  facility 
which  uses    fossil    fuel    and   has   an  energy   input 
capacity  greater  than   3  million  BTU  per   hour,  must 
apply  for   approval    from   the  D.E.Q.E.  ,  meet   certain 
emission   limitation   standards,  monitor    emission 
opacities,   and  maintain  operating   records. 

b .        Impacts 

The   degree   to  which   the  proposed   building  will 
constitute   a  direct   stationary   air  pollution  source 
depends    on   the  method   of    heating   to  be   employed.      In 
the   event   that  an  oil-fired  heating   plant   is   used   in 
the  building,    the  required   heat    input   will   probably 
exceed   3   million  BTU   per   hour.      Therefore,    a  D.E.Q.E. 
permit,   and    the   various   compliance  measures  mentioned 
above,    would  be  required.      However,    all   four 
alternate  proposed    sites   are    served   by  the   Boston 
Edison  Steam  lines    (.Section   III.D.3),   and   it   is 
anticipated    that    the  building  will   be   heated  by 
purchase    steam.      In  this   event,   no   state   direct 
source   air  pollution   regulations   will    apply. 

The    impact   of    vehicle   generated  pollutants    (.TSP,    N02, 
and  CO)   should  be  negligible  with   the  possible 
exception  of   carbon  monoxide.      The  State 
Implementation   Plan    (SIP)    requires    that   projects 
demonstrate   evidence  of  no  carbon  monoxide  violations 
in   areas   where   violations   do   not   currently  exist;    and 
evidence  of   carbon  monoxide  reductions  in  areas  where 
violations   do  currently  exist.      Violations    occur   when 
there   are  predicted  or  measured  air    quality  levels   in 
excess   of   national    ambient  air   quality  standards    in 
areas  where   there   is   a   reasonable   likelihood  of    human 
exposure . 

Estimates    of   the   impact    of   traffic  generated   by  the 
proposed  FOB   on  carbon  monoxide  levels   at   certain 
sensitive   receptors   was   derived    using   the  CALINE   2 
nomgraphic  procedure    CFHWA  Technical  Advisory  T 
6640.4)   with  mobile   source   emission   factors   from 
tables    generated  by   the   EPA' s   MOBILE   1   computer 
program.      Traffic  volumes    for  build  and  no  build 
alternatives   were  projected  for   1985    (.the   date  of 
completion   of   the  FOB)    and    1999    (a   date    chosen  to 
estimate  long   range    impacts)    (.Appendix   P   ).      Base 
traffic  data  for   Sites   A,    K,    and   L   was    from   the  July 
1979    Intersection  Turning  Movement  Count    (.Section 
III.E.l.).      This   data  was   escalated   at   a   traffic 
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growth  rate  of   1%    per  year   to   arrive   at   1980,    1985, 
and    1999  projections.      Projections    for  Site  P  were 
performed  by  the  BRA  based   on   street  changes   included 
in  the  North  Station  Area  Redevelopment  Plan. 
Sensitive  receptors,    areas   of   pedestrian  density   were 
mutually  agreed    upon  by  GSA,    EPA,    and  DEQE.      Boston 
Common  was   chosen   as   the  receptor    nearest  Site   K. 
The  Washington   Street   Pedestrian  Mall  was   chosen  for 
Site  A,   Winthrop   Square   for  Site   L,   and  North  Station 
for  Site  P   (Figure    18J .      A  PM  peak  hour    of    5   to    6  was 
analyzed  as   well    as   the    8   hour  period  from   10  AM   to    6 
PM.      The  MOBILE  1   composite   emission   factor   used 
throughout   assumed  an  average    traffic  speed  of    5  mph, 
at    20   degree  F    temperature,  with   50^   of    vehicles 
starting  from  a   cold    start.      These   conservative 
assumptions   were   used   for  both  peak  and    8  hour 
analysis   even  though  it   is   permissible   to   assume 
higher   speeds   and   a  lower   cold  start  percentage    in 
the    8   hour  case.      Default   values   were   used   in  the 
vehicle  mix.      This  mix  assumes    80%    light   duty 
vehicles    (cars),    6%   light   duty   trucks    (less   than 
6,000  pounds    gross   vehicle  weight  J,    6%    light   duty 
trucks    (.6,000    -    8,500  lbs   g.v.w.),    4%  heavy   duty 
gasoline    trucks,    31   heavy    duty  dels  el   trucks,   and    1% 
motorcycles.      For   purposes   of  the  analysis   it   was 
assumed   that   all   employees   departed    during   the  peak 
hour   and   it   was  assumed  that   all    employees  and  all 
visitors   arrived   and   departed   within  the   8  hour 
period.      Thus    one  way   streets   used   only  by 
approaching   traffic  are    included   in  the   8  hour 
monoxide  projections    (.Tables   V,   VII,    IX,   and   XI)    but 
not   the  peak   hour   monoxide  projections    (Tables    IV, 
VI,   VIII,   and  X).      Approach  and  departure  patterns 
for   each   site    are    discussed    in  Section   III.E.l.      In 
estimating   relative    concentration  using   the  CALINE   2 
nomograph,   a  wind   speed   of    1  mile  per  hour,    a  wind 
angle  of    0  degrees,    and  a   dispersion  capability   of  D 
were    assumed.      These   are  worst   case   urban  assumptions. 

Carbon  monoxide   concentrations   were  projected  for 
1985    (the   estimated    construction   completion    datej   and 
1999    (an   arbitrary  date    to  determine  long   range 
effects).      For   each   time  period  both  peak  and   eight 
hour   concentrations   were   computed.      Background  levels 
of    5  parts   per  million   for   the  peak  hour    and    3  parts 
per   million  for  the    8   hour   average  were   included   in 
1980  estimates    for  Sites  A,    K,    and  L.      These  levels 
were  used  by   the  BRA  in   its  Lafayette   Place 
Environmental    Impact   Statement  and   were 


78 


relative   CO 

feet 

meters 

concentration 

50 

IS 

4.8 

400 

120 

.5 

450 

140 

.3 

250 

75 

1.5 

Sources   -  Caline     nomographic  procedure  -   FHWA  Technical 
Advisory  T6640.4. 
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TABLE  IV 

SITE  A 

Carbon  Monoxide  Concentration  In  Parts  Per  Million 

PM  PEAK  HOUR 


198g 


2221 


1980 

No  Build 

Build 

No.  Build 

Build 

Harrison  Avenue 

Southbound 

Essex  to  Beach 

6 

3  (2) 

h   (2) 

2  (1) 

2(1) 

Essex  Street 

Eastbound 

Washington  to  Harrison 

7 

U3) 

U   (3) 

3(1) 

3  (1) 

Washington  Street 

Northbound 

Essex  to  Bedford 

6 

3  (2) 

U(2) 

2  (1) 

2  (1) 

West  Street 

Westbound 

Washington  to  Tremont 

6 

3  (2) 

h   (2) 

2  (1) 

2  (1) 

1.  Analysis  Method:  Caline  -  2. 

2.  Includes  background  CO  level  of  5ppin  for  I98O  reduced  to  3ppni  in  1985  and 
Ippm  in  1999. 

3.  Numbers  in  parenthesis  are  CO  predictions  after  a  credit  has  been  taken 

for  the  Vehicle  Inspection  and  Maintenance  Program  at  a  205"^  stringency  level. 
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TABLE  V 


SITE  A 


Carbon  Monoxide  Concentration  In  Parts  Per  Million 


Harrison  Avenue 

Southbound 

Essex  to  Beach 
Essex  Street 

Eastbound 

Washington  to  Harrison 
Washington  Street 

Northbound 

Essex  to  Bedford 
West  Street 

Westboiind 

Washington  to  Tremont 
Harrison  Avenue  Ext. 

Southbound 

Lafayette  to  Essex 
Boylston  Street 

Eastbound 

Tremont  to  V/ashington 
Washington  Street 

Northbound 

Beach  to  Essex 
Beach  Street 

Westbound 

Harrison  to  Washington 


8  Hour  Hourly  Average 
1985  1999 


1980 

No  Build 

Build 

No  Build 

Build 

h 

2(1) 

2(1) 

1  (1) 

1  (1) 

h 

3  (2) 

3  (2) 

2  (1) 

2  (1) 

h 

2  (1) 

2  (1) 

1  (1) 

1  (1) 

u 

2  (1) 

2  (2) 

1  (1) 

1  (1) 

3 

2  (1) 

2(1) 

1  (1) 

1  (1) 

h 

3  (2) 

3  (2) 

2(1) 

2  (1) 

k 

2(1) 

2  (1) 

1  (1) 

1  (1) 

h 

2  (1) 

2  (2) 

1  (1) 

1  (1) 

1.  Analysis  Method:  Caline  -  2. 

2.  Includes  background  CO  level  of  3ppm  in  I98O,  2ppTn  in  1985  and  Ippm  in  1999. 

3.  Numbers  in  parenthesis  are  CO  predictions  after  a  credit  has  been  taken 

for  the  Vehicle  Inspection  and  Maintenance  Program  at  a  20?^  stringency  level. 
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TABLE  VI 


SITE  K 


Carbon  Monoxide  Concentration  In  Parts  Per  Million 

PM  PEAK  HOUR 
1985 


1999 


1980 
13 

No  Build 

Build 

No  Build 

Build 

Boylston  Street 
Westbotmd 
Tremont  to  Charles 

7  (5) 

8  (5) 

5(2) 

5  (2) 

Tremont  Street 

Southbound 

Avery  to  Boylston 

28 

16  (10) 

18  (12) 

10  (U) 

11(5) 

Essex  Street 

Eastbound 

Washington  to  Harrison 

22 

13(8) 

17  (11) 

8  (3) 

11  (U) 

Avery  Street 
Westbound 

5 

3(2) 

3(2) 

2  (1) 

2  (1) 

West  Street 
Westbound 

11 

6  (U) 

8  (5) 

)|  (2) 

5  (2) 

1.  Analysis  Method:  Caline  -  2. 

2.  Includes  background  CO  level  of  5ppni  for  I98O  reduced  to  3ppm  in  1985  and 
Ippm  in  1999. 

3.  Numbers  in  parenthesis  are  CO  predictions  after  a  credit  has  been  taken 

for  the  Vehicle  Inspection  and  Maintenance  Program  at  a  20^^  stringency  level. 
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TABLE  VII 
SITE  K 

Carbon  Monoxide  Concentration  In  Parts  Per  Million 

8  HOUR  HOURLY  AVERAGE 
1985  1999 

1980       No  Build   ~~~ 


Boylston  Street 

Westbound 

Tremont  to  Charles 
Tremont  Street 

Southbound 

Avery  to  Boylston 
Essex  Street 

Eastbound 

Washin^on  to  Harrison 
Avery  Street 

Westbound 
West  Street 

Westbound 
Washington  Street 

Northbound 

Essex  to  Beach 
Boylston  Street 

Eastbound 

Charles  to  Tremont 


11 
2U 

18 

3 
12 

12 

17 


Build 


No  Build 


BTiild 


6  (M 

7  (M 

13(8) 

lU  (9) 

10  (7) 

11  (7) 

2  (1) 

2  (1) 

7(10 

7  (5) 

7  (5) 

8  (5) 

10  (6) 

10  (6) 

h  (1) 

8  (3) 

6  (2) 

1  (1) 
U   (2) 

5  (2) 

6  (2) 


h 

(2) 

9 

(3) 

7 

(3) 

1 

(1) 

h 

(2) 

5  (2) 

6 

(2) 

1.  Analysis  Method:  Caline  -  2, 

2.  Includes  backgroxind  CO  level  of  3ppm  in  I98O,  2ppin  in  I985  and  Ippm  in  1999. 

3.  Numbers  in  parenthesis  are  CO  predictions  after  a  credit  has  been  taken 

for  the  Vehicle  Inspection  and  Maintenance  Program  at  a  20%  stringency  level. 
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TABLE  VIII 


SITE  L 


Carbon  Monoxide  Concentration  In  Parts  Per  Million 

PM  Peak  Hour 
1985 


Kingston  Street 

Southbound 

Bedford  to  Essex 
Essex  Street 

Eastbound 

Kingston  to  Lincoln 
Summer  Street 

Westbound 

Lincoln  to  Kingston 


1999 


1980 

No  Build 

Build 

No  Build 

Build 

6 

3  (2) 

h   (3) 

2  (1) 

3(1) 

6 

3(2) 

h   (2) 

2  (1) 

2  (1) 

5 

3  (2) 

3(2) 

2  (1) 

2  (1) 

1.  Analysis  Method:  Caline  -  2. 

2.  Includes  background  CO  level  of  5ppni  for  I98O  reduced  to  3ppni  in  1985  and 
Ippm  in  1999. 

3.  Numbers  in  parenthesis  are  CO  predictions  after  a  credit  has  been  taken 

for  the  Vehicle  Inspection  and  Maintenance  Program  at  a  2Cf)i   stringency  level. 
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TABLE  IX 

SITE  L 

Carbon  Monoxide  Concentration  In  Parts  Per  Million 

8  Hour  Hourly  Average 

128g 1999 

1980      No  Build     Build     No  Build      Build 


Kingston  Street 

Southbound 

Bedford  to  Essex 
Essex  Street 

EastboTind 

Kingston  to  Lincoln 
Summer  Street 

Westbound 

Lincoln  to  Kingston 
Kingston  Street 

Southbound 

Stunmer  to  Bedford 
Summer  Street 

Northbound 

Atlantic  to  Lincoln 


h 

2  (1) 

2   (1) 

1   (1) 

1   (1) 

k 

2  (1) 

2  (1) 

1   (1) 

1   (1) 

h 

2   (2) 

2   (2) 

1   (1) 

1   (1) 

k 

2   (1) 

2  (1) 

1   (1) 

1  (1) 

h 

2  (2) 

2  (2) 

1   (1) 

1   (1) 

1.  Analysis  Method;  Caline  -  2. 

2.  Includes  background  CO  level  of  3ppm  in  I98O,  2ppm  in  1985  and  Ippm  in  1999. 

3.  Numbers  in  parenthesis  are  CO  predictions  after  a  credit  has  been  taken 

for  the  Vehicle  Inspection  and  Maintenance  Program  at  a  209^  stringency  level, 
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TABLE  X 


SITE  P 

Carbon  Monoxide  Concentration  In  Parts  Per  Million 

m   PEAK  HOUR 
1985 
1980 No  Build     Build~ 


No  Build 


1999 


Build 


Lomasney  Way 

Northbotmd 
Staniford  Street 

Southbound 
Merrimac 

Southbound 
Causeway  Street 

Eastbound 


12 
13 
13 


10  (6) 

11  (7) 

6  (2) 

9  (6) 

9  (6) 

6  (2) 

9  (6) 

10  (7) 

5  (2) 

11  (7) 

12  (8) 

6  (2) 

6  (3) 

5  (2) 

6  (2) 

7  (3) 


1.  Analysis  Method:  Caline  -  2, 

2.  Includes  background  level  of  lOppm  for  I98O,  7ppni  in  198^1  Uppm  in  1999. 

3.  Numbers  in  parenthesis  are  CO  predictions  after  a  credit  has  been  taken 

for  the  Vehicle  Inspection  and  Maintenance  Program  at  a  20^  stringency  level. 
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TABLE  XI 


Lomasney  Way 

Northboimd 
Staniford  Street 

SouthboTind 
Merrimac 

SouthboTind 
Causeway  Street 

Eastbound 
Lomasney  Way 

Southbound 
Staniford  Street 

Northbound 
Causeway  Street 

Westbound 
Nashua  Street 

Southbound 


SITE  P 

Carbon  Monoxide  Concentration  In  Parts  Per  Million 

8  HOUR  HOUELY  AVERAGE 
1985  1999 


1980 

No  Build 

Build 

No  Build 

Build 

6(U) 

6  (h) 

3  (1) 

3  (1) 

7 

h   (2) 

5(3) 

2(1) 

2  (1) 

10 

6  (H) 

6  (M 

3  (1) 

3(1) 

7 

6  (U) 

6  (M 

3(1) 

3  (1) 

8 

7  (5) 

7  (5) 

h   (1) 

U  (1) 

9.I4 

6  (U) 

6  (U) 

3  (1) 

3  (1) 

7 

6(U) 

6  (M 

3  (1) 

3(1) 

6.5 

U(3) 

U  (3) 

2  (1) 

2  (1) 

1.  Analysis  Method:  Caline  -  2. 

2.  Includes  background  level  of  5ppm  in  198O  reduced  to  3ppm  in  1985  and  Ippm 
in  1999. 

3.  Numbers  in  parenthesis  are  CO  predictions  after  a  credit  has  been  taken 

for  the  Vehicle  Inspection  and  Maintenance  Program  at  a  209^  stringency  level. 
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approved  for   our   use  by   EPA  and  DEQE   Background 
levels   of    10  parts   per   million   for   the  peak  hour    and 
5  parts   per   million  for  this    8   hour   average   were 
included    in  1980  estimates    for  Site  P.      These   levels 
were  measured  at   the  Charlestown  Naval  Shipyard  and 
were    approved   for   our   use  by  EPA  and  DEQE. 
Background   counts  have  been  projected   to  decrease 
over  time   as   a   result   of   the  Federal   Motor  Vehicle 
Emissions  Control   Program  which  requires 
manufacturers    to  produce   cars   with  more    effective 
emission   control    devices   in  future  years.      The 
results  are   given   in  Tables    4   through   11.      Numbers   in 
parenthesis   are    concentration  levels   after   a 
reduction   credit    is   given  for  the  new  Massachusetts 
Vehicle   Inspection  and  Maintenance   Program   CFHWA 
Technical   Advisory  T  6640.5).      These   credits   are 
based   on   a  "stringency   rate"    of    20  percent    Cthe    20 
percent   of   the  motor  vehicle  fleet   with   the   highest 
emission  rates   would  fail).      Should   the    stringency 
rate  be    increased    carbon   monoxide   concentrations 
would  drop   still  further. 

No  violations   of   the  Peak  Hour   Standard  of    35   parts 
per   million   are  predicted  at  any   of  the   four   sites 
under  consideration   for    1980,    1985,    or    1999  whether 
or   not  the  FOB   is   constructed.      The   highest   predicted 
peak  hour   concentration    is    28  ppm    (.80%   of   the 
standard)   for  Tremont  Street  Southbound  next   to  Site 
K  in  the  present  year.      As  can  be    seen  from   the  Table 
this   level    declines   in   1985  and   1999  whether   or  not 
the  FOB    is   constructed.      Streets   surrounding   Site   K 
average    451   of  the    standard  with  Tremont  Street   at 
801   of   the   standard  and   Essex   Street   at    60%.      All 
levels  decline  over   time.      Streets  surrounding   Site   P 
average    30%   of   the   standard  with  levels  declining 
over   time.      Streets  surrounding  Sites   L  and  A  average 
15%    of   the   standard  with  levels  declining   over   time. 

The  lower    8   hour   hourly  average   standard  of    9  ppm  is 
currently  exceeded   around  Site  K  at   Boylston   Street 
Westbound    (11   ppm),    Tremont  Street  Southbound    (24 
ppm),    Essex   Street   Eastbound    (18  ppm).    West   Street 
Westbound    (12  ppn),    and  Boylston  Street  Eastbound    (17 
ppm).      It   is  also   currently  violated    in  the   vicinity 
of  Site    P  at  Merrimac  Street  Southbound    (10  ppm),   and 
Staniford  Street  Northbound    (9.4  ppm).      Streets 
analyzed   surrounding   Sites  A  and  L   are    currently  in 
compliance   and   remain  in  compliance   throughout    1985 
and   1999  whether   or   not   the  FOB   is   constructed.      By 
1985   streets   surrounding   Site  P  are   projected    to   be 
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in  compliance  whether   or   not   the  FOB   is   constructed. 
Similarly  by   1985   streets   surrounding   Site  K  will   be 
in   compliance   if  the   Inspection  and  Maintenance 
Program   to  be    implemented    in  1982   is   enforced   at   a 
stringency  level   of    201  or   greater.      In   1985   Tremont 
Street   Southbound   will   be   at    90^    C8  ppmj   of   the 
standard  for  the  no   build  alternative   and  at   standard 
for  the  build  alternative   thus  meeting   State 
Implementation  Plan  criteria.      By   1999   all   streets 
surrounding   all   sites   will   be    in  compliance   for 
either   build  or  no   build  alternatives. 

The  parking   garage    to  be  provided   with  the  new 
facility   will    constitute  an  indirect   emission 
source.      The  emissions    of   such  an   indirect   source   are 
roughly  proportional   to  the  number   of    parking  spaces 
provided.      Thus    the   285   space  GSA   garage    can  be 
expected   to   generate   approximately   1/3   of  the 
emissions    predicted   by   EPA's   indirect    source   model 
for  the    900  car  Lafayette   Place  Garage.      Sites  A,   K, 
and   L   are  within  a   three  block  area   of   the  proposed 
Lafayette  Place  Garage.      In  the   case  of  the  Lafayette 
Place  Garage  no   excedence  of   the   1  hour  primary 
standard  was   predicted  by   the  model    and   correction 
for  the   alleged    upward  bias   of   the  model    brought   all 
receptors   within  the  range  of  the    8   hour   standard  by 
1982'.      Similarly  due   to    its   size    the  garage  would  not 
be   a   significant   indirect  source   in  the  North  Station 
Area.      There    are   no   applicable  EPA  or  DEQE   standards 
for   air    quality   within  such    structures.      OSHA 
regulations   will   be   followed. 

c .        Mitigating  Measures 

During   construction   the   contractor   selected   will   be 
subject   to   contract   requirements  for  the   selection  of 
an  environmental    control   officer   as   well   as    the 
control   of  fugitive   dust  and  noise.      The   contract 
imposes    on   the   contractor  the   duty  of   meeting   all 
applicable  federal,    state,   and  local   environmental 
criteria.      For   further   discussion   Section   IV.      The 
contents   of   standard   contract   clauses   pertaining    to 
environmental    criteria  are    included   as  Appendix  A. 

Two  overriding  factors  should  be   taken   into 
consideration  when  predicting  future   air   quality 
within  the   area  of  the  four   sites   under 
consideration.      First,    as  mentioned   above   the  EPA's 
primary   strategy  for  the    improvement   of   air    quality 
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in  Massachusetts   is    the   implementation   of   a   vehicle 
maintenance   and   inspection  program  in   1982.      Emission 
reductions   are   forecast    of    361    by   198  5  and    61%   by 
1999    (.FHWA  Technical  Advisory  T6640.5).        Completion 
of    the   federal    facility  is   scheduled   for    1985. 
Secondly,    the  primary   national   strategy,    the  Federal 
Motor  Vehicle  Emission   Control   Program,    is   projected 
to  reduce  vehicle   emissions   by   1985   to   651   of  their 
1982   value. 

In  the   final    design   of   the   facility  GSA  will   attempt 
to   ensure  that   entrances  and  exits   are  placed   so   as 
to  minimize    traffic  congestion    and,   therefore,   carbon 
monoxide    concentrations.      In    addition  GSA  will 
encourage    car  pooling   and  mass   transit  use   in 
accordance  with   the   Boston  Transportation  Control 
Plan.      In  the   opinion  of   the  Massachusetts  Department 
of  Environmental  Quality  Engineering,   Division  of  Air 
and  Hazardous  Materials    these  mitigating  measures   are 
sufficient   for  the   sites   remaining  in   consideration. 

5.        Noi  se 

a .        Setting 

The   Boston  CBD  has    the   typical    urban   ambient   noise 
environment   found   in  any  large   city.      Noise 
monitoring   is   conducted   by  the   Boston  Conservation 
Commission   at   eight   sites   in  the   downtown   area.      The 
most    recent   data   indicate   that   LIO   levels    Cthose 
exceeded  101   of  the    timej    were    in  the    58   to    78 
decibel   range,   while  L90   levels    tthose   exceeded    901 
of  the    timeJ    were   in  the    52   to   66  decibel   range. 
Levels   of    75   to   80   decibels  are    considered  normal    for 
urban  ambient  noise,    so    it  can  be   seen  that   downtown 
Boston   has   no  unusual   noise   conditions.      Background 
levels   in  the  North  Station   area  are   somewhat  higher 
due    to   the   elevated   Green  Line    and    the   expressway  on 
ramp.      Noise  monitoring   conducted   in  September,    1974 
as   part   of   the   BRA   Central  Artery  study   at  Haverhill 
and  Causeway  Streets   recorded  an  L90  noise  level    of 
69    decibels   and   an  LIO   of    90   decibels. 

There   are  no   E.  P.A.    or  State  noise   regulations   that 
would  apply  to  Federal    construction   on   any  of   the 
sites   under   consideration.      However,    the  City   of 
Boston   has    issued  Regulations    for   the   Control    of 
Noise   in  the  City   of  Boston  whrclT  govern  noise 
emissions    from    buiTSings   and    construction    sites.      The 
"Business  District  Noise  Standard"    established  by 
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these  regulations    is   a  maximum   level   of    65   decibels 
for  any  existing   building,  measured  at   the  lot   line. 
For  construction    sites   within  business  districts,   the 
regulations   set  an  LIO  noise  level   standard  of    80 
decibels,  measured  no  closer   than   50  feet    from   the 
nearest   active    construction  device,   while  no  maximum 
noise  level    is    specified.      These  regulations   do  not 
apply    to    impact  devices  such  as   pile   drivers,    jack 
hammers,   rock   drills,    and  pneumatic  tools. 

b .        Impacts 

The   current  noise  level    in  the  North  Station   area 
would  be   substantially  decreased  by   removal   of  the 
MBTA  Green  Line    elevated    structure.      The   expressway 
noise  would  of    course  remain.      Noise  monitoring 
conducted    in  September    1974,    as   part   of   the   BRA 
Central  Artery   study   at  Causeway  Street   underneath 
the   Expressway   recorded   an  L90   noise  level   of    73   and 
an  LIO   of    79  decibels.      See  Table    12  for    impacts   of 
background  noise  levels   on    human  beings.      The 
building    on  any   of  the   four   sites   would  not 
constitute   a  major  source   of    stationary  noise,   and 
would   contain  no  equipment   or   facilities   which   would 
violate   the  "Business  District  Noise  Standard."   The 
construction   contractor  will    be  required   to   comply 
with  standard  GSA  noise   control    specifications,   which 
are   at  least   as    stringent   as   the  City   regulations. 
Therefore,   no  violations    of    City  noise  regulations 
are   anticipated  as   a  result   of  this   project. 
Vehicular   noise   impacts  are    expected    to  be  minimal. 

6.  Wind 

It   is  not   feasible   to   conduct    extensive  modeling   and 
wind  tunnel   testing    of   all   possible   designs    on    each 
of   the   three   alternative    sites.      Wind 'will   be   a 
design  factor   to  be   evaluated  by  the   architect,   and 
if  warranted,   wind   tunnel   studies   will   be  performed 
during   the   design  phase  of  the  project. 

7.  Shadows 

Shadow  configurations    of    hypothetical   new  structures 
have  been   considered  for  their   effects   on  all   four 
sites . 

A  study  was   conducted    to    estimate   the   extent   and 
location  of   any  potential  shadows   that   structures    on 
Site  K  might   cast    onto   Boston  Common.      Two    structures 
were   assumed.      One    structure  on  Tremont  Street   was 
assumed   to  be    155   feet  high.      This   particular   height 
was   chosen   to   coincide  with  the   height    restriction 
that    is   placed   on  Tremont  Street    for   the  benefit   of 
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TABLE  XII 

ESTIMATES  OP  MAGNITUDES  OP  NOISE  EFFECTS^ 
(in  dB  (A)  ) 


Effect 

Hearing  Damage  Risk 

Speech  Interference 

Sleep  Interference 

Physiological  Stress 

Startle^ 

Annoyance 

Task  Interference 

Notes:  a  8-ho-ur  daily  exposure 
b  any  exposure 


Moderate  Level 
of  Effect 

70 

16 

i;0 


50 
55 


Appreciable  Level 
of  Effect 

90 

60 

70 

90 

110 

60 

75 


Noise  from  Construction  Egiiipment  and  Operations,  Building  Equipment. 
and  Home  Appliances.   NTID  300.1,  December  31,  1971,  (EPA) 
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the  Common    (Section   III.A.4.    Zoning).      The   second 
structure  would  front    on  Boylston  Street  and  was 
assumed   to   be   190   feet  high.      This   height  was   chosen 
as   the  maximum  that  may  be  necessary  in  order    to  meet 
the   government's   space  requirements.      THUS   THE 
RESULTING  PROJECTIONS    CONSTITUTE  A  WORST   CASE 
ANALYSIS. 

Shadows   were   projected   for  March,   June,    September, 
and  December    at   8:00  a.m.,    10:00  a.m.,   and    12:00 
p.m.      By   10:00  a.m.    in  December  the   shadow  would 
extend   only   280  feet,    and  at    10:00  a.m.    in  March  and 
September    only   100   feet.      In  June,   March,   and 
September  the  shadow  dissappears    before   noon.      Tne 
maximum   shadow  is   reached   at   8:00  a.m.    in  December, 
when    it   is   estimated  as   a  worst   case   to  project    2,575 
feet   onto    the  Common.      In   comparison,    at   that    time 
the   shadow  of   the   adjacent  Masonic  Temple  would 
extend    1,550   feet   onto    the  Common    and   the   shadow  of 
the  Tremont  On  The  Common  Complex  would  extend   3,575 
feet.      Thus    the   shadow  is   within   the   scale  of   other 
shadows   presently   impacting   the  Common. 

As   referred    to    above   a  recent    zoning   ordinance 
restricts    building  height    on  the  Tremont  Street   side 
of   the  Common   to    155   feet  within   100  feet   of    the 
street   line.      A  single    structure   complying   with   this 
ordinance  would  cast    a   shadow  of    2,170  feet   onto   the 
Common   in  December    in  the   early  morning.      The  worst 
case   analysis    indicates    that   the  project  would  cast    a 
2,575   foot  maximum  shadow,    an   additional    405  feet. 
At   that   time   the   sun   is    rising   very  rapidly  causing 
the  shadow  to   recess   approximately   90  feet    every   5 
minutes.      It   should  be  noted    that   depending  upon   the 
rises  and   dips   of   the  land,    location  of    trees  and 
newstands,    etc.,    the   shadow  would  be   interrupted   and 
effectively   removed. 

Regarding   the   three   other   sites.    Site  A,    L,    and   P, 
there  exist   no   significant   open  vistas   which  would  be 
adversely  impacted   by  the  new  construction.      On  all 
three   sites,    the  surrounding   areas   are   developed. 
Any  shadows   cast    by  new  buildings   would  extend   only 
as  far   as    the   next   structure  or    roofs   of    structures 
beyond,   thereby  creating  no  more    significant   effect 
on  the   area   than  a   cloudy   day. 

Shadows   will    be   a   design   criteria  for   the  project; 
however   the  preliminary  analysis   indicates    that   as   a 
worst    case   the   impact  would  be  minor. 

IV.         PROBABLE  ADVERSE   ENVIRONMENTAL   IMPACTS   WHICH   CAN   NOT 
BE   AVOIDED  AND  MEASURES   TO  MITIGATE   ADVERSE    IMPACTS 

A.        Temporary  Unavoidable  Adverse   Impacts 

There  will   be   temporary  adverse    impacts   relative   to 
the   construction   activities   which  cannot   be  avoided. 
These    impacts   include: 
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1.  The  disruption  or  detouring  of  through  traffic 
on  streets  abutting  the  site.   This  will  temporarily 
introduce  new  traffic  on  streets  and  may  contribute 
to  peak  hour  congestion. 

2.  An  increase  of  acoustic  and  seismic  noise  levels 
during  hours  of  construction  because  of  clearing, 
blasting,  grading,  the  movement  of  heavy  equipment  or 
the  use  of  certain  machinery. 

3.  Dust  and  dirt  from  excavation  may  be  a  temporary 
nuisance  and  increase  the  amount  of  suspended 
particulates  in  the  air.   Fumes  and  vapors  associated 
with  construction  may  degrade  air  quality  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  site. 

4.  The  construction  process  will  temporarily 
degrade  the  aesthetics  of  the  site. 

5.  There  will  also  be  temporary  impacts  on  the 
office  space  leasing  market  with  the  release  of  the 
space  leased  by  Government.   These  impacts  will  be 
minimal  due  to  the  low  vacancy  rate  in  high  quality 
space  projected  for  the  date  of  project  completion. 

B.  Minimizing  Temporary  Impacts 

The   Public   Buildings   Service's   construction 
specifications   ensure    safety  and    guard  against 
pollution   on   construction   sites  for  Federal   projects, 
thus  minimizing   temporary  adverse    impacts    related    to 
construction.      They  provide   specific   controls    on 
construction    activities    to  minimize  noise,    dust    and 
other    impacts.      They  also  require  that   the    contractor 
designate   an  "environmental    control   officer"    to 
enforce  these  specifications,    the  requirements   of   the 
Occupational   Safety  and  Health  Act,    and   other 
applicable    standards. 

C.  Permanent  Unavoidable  Adverse   Impacts 

The  permanent   adverse    impacts   relative   to  the 
location    and   operation   of   the  facility  are    the  kinds 
of    impacts   normally  associated  with   the  operation  of 
an  office  building.      These    impacts   include: 

1.        An    impact    on  the   sewage   treatment,    solid  waste 
disposal,    and  water   system   of   the  City.      However, 
there    is  an   adequate   capacity  and  availability   of 
these    services. 
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2.  A  demand   on    energy   resources    for  heating, 
cooling   and  electrical    purposes. 

3.  Minor   changes    in  employee   commuting  habits  may 
result.      Basic    travel   patterns  and  modes  should  not 
measurably  change   however.      Carpooling  may  be  more 
convenient   for   some  employees   due   to  the 
concentration  of   employees    in  one   building. 

4.  It   will   be  necessary   to  relocate  the   site 
occupants   of  whatever   site    is    selected. 

5.  The  removal   of  taxable  property  from  the  City 
tax  rolls. 

6.  To   some   extent,    depending   on   number   of    stories, 
configuration,   and  location  of  the  building    on  the 
site   ultimately  selected,   shadows  may   impact 
surrounding   areas. 

D.        Minimizing   Permanent   Impacts 

Impacts    on  City  utilities   are  expected   to  be   minimal 
because  most    of   the  Federal    employees    to  be   housed    in 
the   new   building   are   already  located  within  the 
various  utilities   service   areas,    as  mentioned    in 
Section   III.D.      Any  secondary   impacts   resulting  from 
the  backfilling   of    space   to  be   vacated   by  Federal 
agencies   are   also  expected   to  be   minimal.      Demands    on 
energy   resources   will   be   minimized  by  conformance 
with  GSA  energy   conservation  design  guidelines,    as 
discussed    in  Section   II.      Impacts   on   traffic  and 
public    transportation   during  peak   hours   will   be 
minimized  by  the   implementation   of   "flexi-time"   for 
Federal    employees,    as   discussed   in  Sections   III.E.l 
and   III.E.3.      Relocation   of    site   occupants  will    be 
accomplished   in   accordance  with  the  Uniform 
Relocation  Assistance   and  Real   Property  Acquisition 
Policies  Act   of   197U,    as   discussed   in  Section 
III.C.5.      Tax  loss   impacts   will   be  minimized  because 
of  substantial   abatements  and  arrearages   on   each  of 
the   three   final   sites.      There  will    also  be   an 
offsetting  beneficial   tax   impact  caused  by   the 
increase   in  land    values   around    the  building   site   that 
will   result   from  the   upgrading   of  the   area.      Shadows 
will   be   a   design   criteria  for   the  project   to   minimize 
any   impact  therefrom. 
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V.   ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

A.  No  Action 

If  no  project    is  undertaken  to   consolidate  the 
Federal    agencies   now  occupying  leased  space,    the 
Government   will   be    committed   to   a   continuing  policy 
of  leasing  agency  space  scattered  throughout   the 
downtown  area   on   an   as-needed  basis.      The   demand  for 
Federal  leased  space   has  increased   continually  in 
recent   years,   and   it   is    expected   that    this    trend  will 
continue.      This    will   result   in  increased  diffusion   of 
Federal    agencies,   and   increased  inconvenience    to   the 
public . 

In  addition,   the   Economy  Acts    of   1932   and  1933  make 
it    illegal   for  the  Government   to  lease   space   at   an 
annual  rental    in  excess   of   15%   of   the  Fair  Market 
Value  of   the   portion  to   be  leased.      The  recent 
increases    in  the  property  tax  rate  in  Boston   have 
forced  many  landlords   to   increase  their   rents    to  the 
point   where   the   limits    imposed   by   the   Economy  Act    are 
approached  or   exceeded.    This   increased  rent   actually 
makes    it   illegal    for    the   Government    to   lease   space    in 
many  of  the   buildings  in   downtown  Boston. 

No  construction  of  a  new  building,   of   course,  would 
mean  no    construction  related   impacts.      Also  the 
continued   occupancy  of    scattered  leased  locations 
would  not    concentrate  employee  transportation  and 
other    demands    in  a  single  location. 

B.  Acquisition   of  Space   in   an  Existing   Building  for 
Consolidation  of  Leased  Locations 

This   alternative    could  take  the   form   of  leasing   or 
purchasing  a   building  to   consolidate   some  or    all   of 
the  leased  locations.      In  a  recent  market  survey, 
only  ten  buildings   were   located  in  the    downtown   area 
with  substantial   blocks   of  space  available  for  lease, 
and  of   these,    five    had   annual   rentals   exceeding  the 
limitations   imposed  by  the  Economy  Act.      Of  the 
remaining  five,   only  three   had  100,000   square   feet    or 
more  available,    and  none   offered  as  much  space   as 
will   be  made   available  by   the   proposed  new  building. 
If    one  or  more   of   these  existing   buildings   were  to   be 
purchased   by  GSA,   new   construction  would  be   required 
to  satisfy  the   balance   of  Federal   agency  space 
requirements    in  Boston.      This   would  result   in  a 
combination   of   the   impacts    associated  with  new 


96 


construction,   and  those   associated  with  renovation   of 
an  existing   building.      Typical   new   construction 
impacts    include   temporary  noise,   dirt,   and  traffic 
congestion,    the  possible   need  for   relocation  of 
existing  property  owners    and  tenants,   effects    on  the 
rental  market,    demand  on   utilities   and  services,    and 
slight    shifts    in  employee    commuting  habits. 
Renovation   impacts    are   similar,    with  somewhat  less 
severe   temporary  impacts.      In  addition,   such  a 
"mixed"    renovation/ new   construction  approach  would 
spread   the    impacts    of    the  project    over    several    sites 
within  the   city  rather  than    concentrating  them   at    a 
single   site. 

The  Federal  Reserve    Bank  at    30    Pearl   Street   which,    in 
the  opinion  of   the  State  Historic   Preservation 
Officer,   appeared   to  meet    the    criteria  for   listing  in 
the  Historical  Register   of  Historic   Places,   was 
considered  for   purchase   and   conversion   to  provide   for 
the  needs    of  Federal    agencies  in  leased  space. 
However,  with  only  241,000  square   feet    of   occupiable 
space,    it  would  have  accommodated  only  some   of   the 
agencies   proposed   to  be    housed   in  the   new  Federal 
Building.      Therefore,    to  provide  Government- owned 
housing  for    all   of    the   agencies    in  leased  space, 
another   existing    building  would  have   had  to   be 
acquired  or   a  smaller   Federal   Building  constructed   in 
conjunction  with  the    utilization   of   the  Federal 
Reserve    Bank  property  which  would  result   in  the 
combined   impacts   discussed  above.      Acquisition  of   the 
property  would  also   have   removed   it   from   the   City's 
tax   rolls   since  the  Federal  Reserve   Bank  is    a 
quasi -Federal   Government    agency  and  was   paying 
property  taxes.      Both  the  Mayor   of  Boston   and  the 
Director    of    the  Massachusetts  Office   of  State 
Planning  registered  their  opposition  to   GSA's 
acquisition   of    the  Federal  Reserve   property.      (See 
Correspondence   B  and  C   in  Draft  Environmental   Impact 
Statement).      The    Bank  property  was    recently  purchased 
by  private   development   interests,    with  the  original 
portion  of    the   facility  being  retained   and   converted 
into   a    hotel    and  the   two  more  recent   additions 
demolished  for    construction   of   a  high   rise  office 
building. 

In  compliance   with  the   Public   Buildings  Cooperative 
Use  Act    of   1976,    the  Advisory  Council    on  Historic 
Preservation   and  the    Boston  Preservation  Alliance 
CBPA),    through  the  Advisory  Council,   recommended 
several    sites    on  which  GSA's   space   requirements  might 
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be  satisfied  through  a    combination   of   new 
construction  and  reuse  of  existing  historic 
structures.      These   included  Church  Green,    the  Custom 
House   district,   the  North  Station   area,   and   the 
Youth's  Companion   Building   area  near   Park   Square. 
The   Custom  House   district   was    later   withdrawn  by   the 
Advisory  Council,    and  the  Youth's  Companion   Building 
was    located   a   half  mile  outside   of   GSA's   delineated 
area.      The  Church  Green   and  North  Station   areas  were 
included   in  the    15   sites    investigated   by  GSA. 
Because   of   difficulties   anticipated   in  the  reuse   of 
the   numerous   structures    in  the  North  Station   area, 
height   restrictions   on  new   construction,    and  the 
indefinite   status    of    transit   and  other    improvements 
in  the   area  which  would  be  necessary  for 
consideration   of    sites    by  GSA,   none   of    the  North 
Station   sites  were   included  among  the  final   alternate 
sites.      The  Church  Green   area,  which  was    the 
preferred   site  of   the   BPA  and  the  Advisory  Council, 
was    included  in  the   final   three  sites    CSite  L) .      As 
discussed  in  Section  III.B,   the  existing  structures 
on  this   site  were   evaluated  by  the  Secretary  of    the 
Interior   in   order   to    determine  their   eligibility  for 
inclusion   in  the  National  Register   of  Historic  Places 
(.Appendix  N).      If   this    site  is   ultimately  selected, 
GSA's  historic  preservation  conservator  will  prepare 
Historic  Structures  Reports  for   any  structures   to  be 
retained  and  will   formulate  preservation  parameters 
for   new   construction  in  order  to  minimize  adverse 
impacts    on  the   retained  structures   and  the 
environment  in   general. 

C  .        Extension  of  Existing  Government- owned  Buildings 

The  possibility  of  extending  each  of  the  five 
Government- owned  buildings   in  downtown  Boston  was 
investigated,    and  was  found  to  be  infeasible  for   all 
of   them.      The   relatively  new  John  F.      Kennedy 
Building  in  Government  Center  was  not   designed  for 
expansion,   and  could  not   be  extended  either 
vertically  or    horizontally  for  structural   and 
aesthetic  reasons.      The   addition  of   a  29-story  clock 
tower   to  the  U,    S.   Custom  House   in  1915  precludes 
vertical   extension  of   that   building  and  site 
limitations   prevent   horizontal   expansion.      The 
Veterans  Administration  Outpatient  Clinic  is 
functionally  obsolete  and  is  intended  for  replacement 
in  the  near   future.      Horizontal   expansion  is 
impossible   due  to   site   limitations   and    vertical 
expansion  is  precluded  by   structural   conditions. 
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zoning   regulations,    and    the  proximity  o£   the  building 
to  Boston  City  Hall   and   several    historic  properties. 
The  John  W.   McCormack   Post   Office   and  Courthouse 
occupies  an   entire   city   block   and  therefore  cannot   be 
expanded   horizontally.    Vertical   extension    is   not 
considered  feasible  because  the  buildings  framing 
system  was   not   designed   for   such  extension.      The 
U.    S.    Appraisers   Stores   is   bounded  by    two  city 
streets,    an   abutting   building,   and   the  waterfront, 
and   therefore   cannot   be  extended  horizontally.      The 
building's  framing   and   foundation    system  will   not 
support   a   vertical    extension. 

Even   if  feasible,    the   extension   of   an  existing 
building   would   involve   a   similar  scale  of 
construction    activity  and   thus   would  not   necessarily 
result   in  less   construction    impact.      Also,    relocation 
of   employees   and   demands   of    community  services   and 
utilities   would  be   similiar. 

D.        Alternative   Sites   for  New  Construction 

Fifteen   sites   within  the  delineated  area  were  made 
available  for  GSA's  consideration   for   construction   of 
the  proposed  building.      Following   a  public  hearing 
and   physical    inspection    and   analysis    of   the 
advantages  and  disadvantages   of    all    fifteen   sites,    as 
discussed    in  Section   III.A.l,    the  list    of   alternate 
sites   was    reduced   to   seven,    and  then  further   reduced 
to   three.      A  fourth   site  was    recently  added   for 
consideration   at   the  request   of   the  City.      The 
environmental    advantages   and   disadvantages    of   each  of 
the   four    final    alternate   sites   are   discussed   in 
detail    in  Section   III,    and    summarized   in  Table   1  at 
the  beginning   of   this   Statement. 

VI.  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  MAN'S 
ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  0F~ 
LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

This    section  assesses   the  proposed  project   for 
cumulative   and   long-term  effects   from   the  perspective 
that    each   generation   is    trustee  of   the   environment 
for  succeeding   generations.      The  extent   of   trade-offs 
between  short-term  environmental    gains   at   the  expense 
of   long-term   productivity,   or  vice   versa,   and   the 
extent   to  which   the  proposed  action   forecloses  future 
options   are    discussed. 
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A.  Short-    and  Long-Term  Trade-Offs 

The    construction   and  operation  of   the  proposed 
Federal   Building  will   not    result   in   any  significant 
short-term  environmental    gains   at   the  expense  of 
long-term   productivity. 

Long-term  productivity  relative  to    consolidation   of 
agencies,    increased   convenience   to   the   public,    and 
energy  conservation  in    construction   and  operation 
will   be   at    the   expense   of    short-term   impacts    on  the 
environment  relative  to   construction.      There  will 
also  be   short-term   impacts    on  the   rental   market    of 
the   city  of  Boston  because  of   the  release   of   space 
now   occupied  by   the   agencies    being  consolidated. 

B.  Future  Options  For  closed 

The  proposal    commits   whatever   site  is   selected  to   use 
for   an  office   building  for   a  minimum  of   50  years. 
The   loss    of   the    use  of   land  for   other  purposes    is  not 
expected  to  be  a  major   environmental    consideration 
because  the   site  will  be  within  a  developed   city. 
The  selection  of  Site  A  will   preclude  the   use  of    600 
Washington  Street   for   housing  and  the   use  of   the 
Hayward  Place   garage   site  as   part   of  the  Lafayette 
Place  project.      The   selection  of  Site  K  will   preclude 
the  use  of  the   site  for   housing,    as  suggested  by  the 
BRA.      However,   the   BRA  acknowledges    that   no   developer 
for  this  project   has   been  identified  and  that   the   use 
of   the   site  for   housing  would  be  less   economic  than 
use  of  the   site  for  offices.      The  selection  of  Site  L 
would  preclude   the    continued  retention  by  the  City  of 
the   Bedford  Street  parking  garage  and  the   use  of  the 
Lincoln  Street    garage  by  Boston  Edison,   and  would 
thus   be  in   conflict  with  the  City's   plans  for  the 
Lafayette  Place  project. 

VII.       IRREVERSIBLE   AND   IRRETRIEVABLE   COMMITMENT  OF   RESOURCES 

The  proposed  new  building  requires   the   commitment   of 
the   use  of   a  tract    of   land  for    an  office  building  for 
a  minimum  of   50  years.      The  use  of  this  land   could 
have   an   effect    on  the  natural   resources    of   the    site. 
However,   the  extent   of  this   effect   cannot   be 
determined  until    a  site  is  selected. 
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The  proposal   requires   the   commitment   of  materials  and 
utilities   necessary  for   the    construction    and 
operation  of  the  facility.      The   use  of    a  portion  of 
the   city's  utilities,    services,   and  natural   resources 
weighed  against  the  positive   socio-economic  effects 
of   this   project    on   the   city's  development   and 
long-range  plans   could   result   in  an  overall   positive 
impact    on    the    community.      However,   the   extent   of    this 
positive    impact,   if   any,    can  only  be   judged  after  the 
site   for   the   facility  is    selected   and   evaluated    in 
light   of  the   city's   long-range  plans  for  the   area. 
Impacts   of   the   selection   of   each  of   the   three 
alternate    sites    on  the   city's    plans   is   discussed  in 
Section   III.  A.  3. 

VIII.       PUBLIC  AWARENESS   OF    THE    PROPOSED  ACTION: 

GSA  has  maintained   continuous   contact   with  Federal, 
State,   and   local   officials,    as    required   by   the 
Intergovernmental  Cooperati  on  Act   of   1968,   Office  of 
Management   and   Budget   Circular  A-95,    and 
administrative   directives   of  the  President.      These 
contacts  have  been  by  way  of    correspondence 
Cincluding   required  notifications  and  requests   for 
information  J,   meetings,    telephone    conversations,   and 
personal    visits.      Parties   contacted  are   listed   in 
Section   IX,   and    comments  are    included   in  Sections 
XII,   XIII,    and   XIV.      On  March   31,    1978  the  Draft 
Environmental    Impact   Statement  was    released.      Since 
the  DEIS  was    based   on  a  delineated  area,   Additional 
Environmental   Data  was    released  May   31,    1979    to 
permit   comment    on  specific    sites.      Newspaper    articles 
from   the   Boston   Globe,   the   Boston  Herald  American, 
the  Boston  Ledger,    the   Banker   and  Tradesman  and  the 
Christian  Science  Monitor   appear    in  Section   XV, 
Appendix   B.      A  public  meeting  was  held  January   31, 

1979  at   Faneuil  Hall   in  Boston   to    identify  potential 
sites.      A  public  hearing   was  held  at  Faneuil  Hall    on 
June    26,    1979    to   hear    oral    comments   on   the  Draft 
Environmental   Impact  Statement  and  the  Additional 
Environmental   Data.      Mayor  Kevin  H.    White   and  Mr. 
Lawrence  F.    Bretta,   Regional  Administrator   of   GSA, 
Region   I,    announced    jointly  at   a  press  conference  on 
March   27,   1980  that   GSA  had  agreed   to   reopen   its   site 
selection  process   for   the  new  Boston  Federal   Office 
Building    to   include   a  fourth    site   in  the  North 
Station   area,   and   a   Public  Hearing  was   held  on  May   6, 

1980  at  Faneuil  Hall   to   receive  public   input   as    to 
the  proposed   fourth   site.      The  Transcripts   of    the 
June    26,    1979  and  May   6,   1980  public  hearings   are 
included    in  Section   XV,    Appendix  F. 
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In   addition,   numerous  meetings   were  held  with 
representatives   of   the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation,  Mass.   Historical  Commission,   Boston 
Preservation  Alliance,    Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority,   North  Station  Associates,   the  Chinese 
Canmunity,    Friends    of   the  Public  Garden,   Civic 
Advisory  Committee,  Massachusetts   Bay  Transportation 
Authority,  Massachusetts  Office  of  Transportation   and 
Construction,  Massachusetts   Executive  Office  of 
Environmental  Affairs,   the  Environmental   Protection 
Agency,   and  others. 

IX.      AGENCIES.    OFFICIALS   AND  GROUPS   CONSULTED  ABOUT   THIS 
ACTION: 

A.        Federal 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 

Federal  Reserve   Bank   of  Boston 

Community  Services  Administration 

Department   of  Commerce 
National  Weather  Service 
Economic  Development  Administration 

Department  of  Army,   Corps   of  Engineers 

Department   of  Health,   Education,  and  Welfare 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 

Department  of  the  Interior,  Office  of  the 
Secretary 

Department  of  Labor 

Regional  Administration  for  Employment  and 

Training 
Regional  Administrator  for  Employment  and 

Training 
Regional  Administrator  for  Office  of 

Administration  and  Management 

Department  of  Transportation 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Office  of  The  Regional  Administrator 

Water  Programs  Division 

Air   and  Hazardous  Materials  Division 
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Small  Business  Administration 

B.  State 

Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 
Office   of  State   Planning,  Massachusetts 
Executive  Office   of  Environmental  Affairs 
Metropolitan  District  Commission 
Massachusetts   Bay  Transportation  Authority 

C.  Local 

Boston  City  Police  Department 

Mayor's  Office   of  Cultural  Affairs 

Metropolitan  Area   Planning  Council 

Office   of  The  Mayor   of  Boston 

Boston  Landmarks   Commission 

•   Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

Boston  City  Conservation  Commission 

North  Station  Associates 

Boston  Edison  Company 

Boston  Preservation  Alliance 

Society  of  Architectural  Historians,    New  England 
Chapter 

Washington   and  Tremont   Street   Neighborhood 
Associ  ation 

Civic  Advisory  Committee 

Conservation  Law  Foundation 

Friends    of    the   Public  Garden 
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DI STRI BUTION  LIST  FOR  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
A.    Federal 


Mr.    Peter   L.   Cook 

Acting  Director,  Office   of  Federal  Activities 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Room    53  7,   West  Tower 

401  M  Street  SW,  Mail  Code  A-104 

Washington,   DC      20460 

Mr.    Robert  J.    Stern 

Acting  Director,   Division  of  NEPA  Affairs 

Department    of  Energy 

Mail    Station  E-201,    GTN 

Washington,   DC      02545 

Ms.   Myra  Harrison 

Director,  Office   of  Review   and  Compliance 
Advisory  Council   on  Historic  Preservation 
1522   K   Street,    NW,    Suite   430 
Washington,   DC      20005 

Honorable  Edward  M.   Kennedy 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  DC      20510 

Honorable   Paul  Tsongas 
United  States   Senate 
Washington,   DC      20510 

Honorable  Thomas   P.    O'NeiU 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,   DC      20515 

Honorable  Brian  J.   Donnelly 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,   DC      20515 

Honorable  John  J,   Moakley 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC      20515 

Committee  on  Environment   and  Public  Works 
United  States   Senate 
Washington,   DC      20510 

Committee  on  Public  Works   and  Transportation 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC      20515 
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William  Patterson 

Regional   Environmental  Officer 

Department    of   the  Interior,    Northeast  Region 

15    State  Street 

Boston,    MA     02109 

Mr.   Wallace   E.    Stickney,    PE 

Director,    Environmental    and  Economic  Impact  Office 

Environmental   Protection  Agency,    Region    1 

John  F.   Kennedy  Federal   Building 

Boston,   MA     02203 

Mr.    Donald  Branum 

Regional    Environmental   Officer 

Department    of  Health,    Education,    and  Welfare 

John   F.    Kennedy  Federal    Building 

Boston,    MA     02203 

Mr.    Timothy  M.    Barnicle 

Regional  Administrator    of  Employment    and  Training 

U.S.    Department    of  Labor 

Fmployment    and  Training  Administration 

John   F.    Kennedy  Federal   Building 

Boston,    MA     02203 

Mr.    Stanley  C.   Weinberg,    Jr. 

Regional  Director 

U.S.    Small   Business  Administration 

60    Batterymarch 

Boston,   MA     02110 

B.        State 

Honorable  Edward  J.    King 
Governor   of  Massachusetts 
State  House 
Boston,    MA     02133 

Mr.    Curt   Danforth 

Executive  Office   of   Communities    and  Development 

100   Cambridge  Street 

Room    1404 

Boston,    MA     02202 

Ms.    Patricia  L.    Weslowski 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Historical   Commission 

State  Historic   Preservation  Officer 

294   Washington   Street 

Boston,    MA     02108 
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Mr.    John  A.    Bewick 

Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

100   Cambridge   Street 

Boston,    MA     02202 

C.        Local 

Honorable  Kevin  H.   White 

Mayor    of   Boston 

City  Hall 

One  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  MA  02201 

Mr.    Robert  J.    Ryan 

Director,    Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

City  Hall 

One  City  Hall   Square 

Boston,  MA     02201 

Mr.  Warren  J.   Higgins 

Director   of  Construction 

Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

50  High  Street 

Boston,    MA     02110 

Jonathan  G.    Truslow 
Acting   Executive  Director 
Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 
44  School  Street 
Boston,  MA     02108 

Ms.    Pauline  Chase  Harrell 

Chairwoman 

Boston  Landmarks  Commission 

Boston  City  Hall.  Room   944 

Boston,  MA     02201 

Ms.   Helen  Rees 

Director 

Mayor's  Office  of  Cultural  Affairs 

182  Treraont  Street 

Boston,  MA     02H1 
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Mr.    Leslie  Larson 

Chairman,    Preservation  Committee 

Society   o£  Architectural  Historians,    New  England 

Chapter 

141   Cambridge   Street 

Boston,   MA     02114 

Roger   S.    Webb 

Chairman,    Federal  Office   Building  Committee 

Boston  Preservation  Alliance 

Room   944 

City  Hall 

Boston,  MA     02201 

Mr.    Peter  Brown 
Peter    Eliot    S,  Co.,    Inc. 
990  Washington  Street 
Dedham,   MA     0202  6 

William  R.    Picard 

Presi  dent 

Washington   and  Tremont   Street  Neighborhood  Association 

523  Washington  Street 

Boston,   MA     02111 

Robert   F.    Loverud 

Presi  dent 

Design   Science    International,    Inc. 

One  Longfellow  Place 

Boston,  MA     02114 
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XI  DISTRIBUTION   LIST   FOR  ADDITIONAL    ENVIRONMENTAL  DATA 

A.        Federal 

Ms.   Myra  Harrison 

Director,   Office   of  Review  and  Compliance 
Advisory  Council   on  Historic  Preservation 
1522  K  Street,    NW,    Suite   430 
Washington,    DC      20005 

Honorable  Edward  M.    Kennedy 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,   DC      20510 

Honorable    Paul  Tsongas 
United  States   Senate 
Washington,    DC      20510 

Honorable  Thomas  P.    O'Neill 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC      20515 

Honorable  Brian  J.   Donnelly 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,    DC      20515 

Honorable  John  J.   Moakley 
House  of  Representatives. 
Washington,  DC      20515 

William  Patterson 

Regional  Environmental  Officer 

Department  of  the  Interior,  Northeast  Region 

15   State  Street 

Boston,   MA     02109 

Mr.   Wallace  E.    Stickney,    PE 

Director,    Environmental   and  Economic  Impact  Office 

Environmental   Protection  Agency,  Region   1 

John  F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building 

Boston,  MA     02203 

Mr.   Donald  Branum 

Regional  Environmental  Officer 

Department   of  Health,   Education,   and  Welfare 

John  F.   Kennedy  Federal  Building 

Boston,   MA     02203 
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Mr.    Timothy  M.    Barnicle 

Regional  Administrator   of  Employment    and  Traininj 

U.S.    Department    of   Labor 

Employment    and  Training  Administration 

John  F.    Kennedy  Federal   Building 

Boston,    MA     02203 

Mr.    Stanley  C.   Weinberg,   Jr. 

Regional  Director 

U.S.    Small   Business  Administration 

60    Batterymarch 

Boston,   MA     02110 

B.  State 

Honorable  Edward  J.    King 
Governor   of  Massachusetts 
State  House 
Boston,    MA     02133 

Mr.    Curt   Danforth 

Executive  Office   of   Communities    and  Development 

100  Cambridge  Street 

Room    1404 

Boston,   MA     02202 

Ms.    Patricia  L.    Weslowski 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 

State  Historic   Preservation  Officer 

294  Washington  Street 

Boston,   MA     02108 

Mr.    John  A.    Bewick 

Secretary 

Executive  Office   of   Environmental  Affairs 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

100   Cambridge   Street 

Boston,    MA     02202 

C.  Local 

Honorable  Kevin  H.   White 

Mayor    of   Boston 

City  Hall 

One  City  Hall   Square 

Boston,   MA     02201 
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Mr.    Robert  J.    Ryan 

Director,    Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

City  Hall 

One  City  Hall   Square 

Boston,  MA  02201 

Carla   B.    Johnston 

Acting   Executive  Director 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

44   School   Street 

Boston,    MA     02108 

Ms.    Pauline  Chase  Harrell 

Chairwcanan 

Boston  Landmarks  Commission 

Boston  City  Hall,   Room   944 

Boston,  MA     02201 

Dean  Johnson 

Conservation  Law  Foundation 
4   Joy  Street 
Boston,  MA     02108 

Mr.    Peter  Brovm 
Peter   Eliot    §  Co.,    Inc. 
990  Washington  Street 
Dedham,   MA     0202  6 
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XII.  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  ON  DRAFT  ENVTRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT 

Federal 

A.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

B.  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 

C.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  -  Office 
of  the  Regional  Director 

D.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  - 
Social  Security  Administration 

E.  Department  of  the  Interior 

F.  Department  of  Labor 

G.  Small  Business  Administration 
State 

H.  Executive  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 

Local 

I.  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

J.  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority 

K.  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  (Area-wide 
Cleaoringhouse) 

L.  Boston  Landmarks  Commission 
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"^^  \  "UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  I 

J.F.  KENNEDY  FEDERAL  BUILDING.  BOSTON,  M AS^,' Cni'Jf  nSC?203 


"-'t  n^Jt*?-* 


June  9,  1978 

Mr.  L.  F.  Bretta 

Regional  Administrator 

General  Services  Administration 

John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  £■  Courthouse 

Boston,  MA   02109 

Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

We  have  completed  our  review  of  the  Draft  EnvlronmentaL  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  for  the  proposed  Construction  of  New  Federal  Office  Building, 
Repair  and  Alteration  of  John  W.  McConaack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse, 
and  Purchase  of  Leased  Food  and  Drug  Administration  Building,  Boston, 
Massachusetts.   We  have  the  following  comments. 

1.  General.   In  order  to  adequately  assess  the  Impacts  of  the 
specific  site,  a  Draft  EIS  Supplement  should  be  Issued  once  the  site 
for  the  new  Federal  Office  Building  Is  chosen.   This  supplement  should 
allow  for  comments  by  both  federal  agencies  and  the  public.  As  the 
EIS  indicates.  It  is  difficult  to  analyze  environmental  impacts  until 
the  site  is  chosen.   Considering  the  variability  of  sites  within  the 
dellniated  area,  expecially  the  potential  for  some  of  them  to  become 
CO  problem  areas,  such  a  supplement  seems  both  useful  anu  necessary. 

2.  Air  Quality.  After  a  specific  site  for  parking  is  chosen, 
EPA  should  receive  assurance  that  NAAQS  standards  for  that  site  will 
not  be  violated.   Detailed  discussion  of  this  ■impact  sliould  be  included 
in  the  Draft  Supplement  and  the  Final  EIS. 

In  addition,  consolidation  of  office  space  offers  an  excellent 
opportunity  for  GSA  to  expand  car  and  van  pooling  programs.   We  hope 
the  Final  EIS  will  elaborate  on  present  t^ar  and  van  pooling  plans, 
and  measures  that  will  be  used  to  encourage  the  expansion  of  such 
programs  in  the  future.   Such  programs  can  be  valuable  contributions 
to  the  achievement  of  air  quality  standards. 

3.  Noise.   The  Draft  Supplement  and  the  Final  EIS  should  discuss 
any  noise  impacts  caused  by  project  related  clianges  in  traffic 
patterns. 
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Mr.  L.  F.  Bretta 
Page  Two 
June  9,  1978 


In  accordance  with  our  national  rating  system,  a  copy  of  which  Is 
enclosed,  ve  have  classified  the  Draft  EIS  as  LO-2. 

We  would  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  the  Supplement  and  Final  EIS 
when  they  are  released. 

Sincerely, 


Wallace  E.  Stickney,  P.E. 
Director,  Environmental  &  Economic 
Impact  Office 


Enclosure 
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EXPLANATION  OF  EPA  RATING 

Environmental  Impact  of  the  Action 

to  —  Lack  of  Objections 

EPA  has  no  objections  to  the  proposed  action  as  described  in  the  draft  environ- 
mental impact  statement;  or  suggests  only  minor  changes  in  the  proposed  action. 

ER  --  Environmental  Reservations 

EPA  has  reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of  certain  aspects  of 
the  proposed  action.  EPA  believes  that  further  study  of  suggested  alternatives 
or  modifications  is  required  and  has  asked  the  originating  federal  agency  to 
reassess  these  aspects. 

EU  —  Envlroamentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  is  unsatisfactory  because  of  its  poten- 
tially harmful  effect  on  the  environment.  Furthermore,  the  Agency  believes  that 
the  potential  safeguards  v/hich  might  be  utilized  may  not  adequately  protect  the 
environment  from  hazards  arising  from  this  action.  The  Agency  recommends  that 
alternatives  to  the  action  be  analyzed  further  (including  the  possibility  of  no 
action  at  all ). 


Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement 

Category  1  —  Adequate 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  sets  forth  the  environmental  impact  of 
the  proposed  project  or  action  as  well  as  alternatives  reasonably  available  to 
the  project  or  action. 

Category  2  --  Insufficient  Information 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  does  not  contain 
sufficient  information  to  assess  fully,  the  envircntr.ent.Tl  impact  of  the  proposed 
project  or  action.   However,  from  the  information  submitted,  the  Agency  is  able 
to  make  a  preliminary  determination  of  the  impact  on  the  environment.  FFA  has 
requested  that  the  originator  provide  the  information  that  was  not  included  in 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statement. 

Category  3  —  Inadequate 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  does  not  adequately 
assess  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action,  or  that  the 
statement  inadequately  analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.  The  Agency 
has  requested  more  information  and  analysis  concerning  the  potential  environmental 
hazards  and  has  asked  that  substantial  revision  be  made  to  the'impact  statement. 

If  a  draft  environmental  impact  statement  Is  assigned  a  Category  3,  no  rating 
will  be  made  of  the  project  or  action;  since  a  basis  does  not  generally  exist  on 
which  to  make  such  a  determination. 

Ill; 


ENVIRONMEIJTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

RESPONSE; 

1.  A  public  meeting  will  "be  held  prior  to  publication  of  the  Final 
EIS  so  that  all  interested  parties  may  express  their  views  on  the 
three  final  sites  under  consideration.  Environmental  impact 
information  on  the  three  sites  Will  be  available  for  review  prior 
to  the  meeting.   See  the  following  self-explanatory  correspondence 
between  GSA  and  EPA. 

2.  Anticipated  impacts  on  measured  air  pollution  levels  as  a  result 
of  construction  on  each  of  the  three  sites  is  discussed  in 
Section  III.F.U.b.  Present  car  and  van  pooling  program's,  and 
measures  which  will  encourage  their  expansion  in  the  futioxe,  are 
discussed  in  Section  III.E.5. 

3.  As  there  are  no  known  sensitive  noise  receptors  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  any  of  the  three  final  sites,  any  traffic  increases 
resulting  from  the  new  building  are  not  expected  to  cause 
significant  permanent  noise  impacts.  As  discussed  in  Section 
III.F.5»  no  violations  of  city  noise  regulations  are  anticipated, 
either  during  construction  or  after  completion  of  the  building. 
Measures  to  mitigate  temporary  construction  noise  impacts  are 
discussed  in  Section  IV. B. 
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Hay  3,  1979 


Mr.  Vfvllace  E.  Stlolmey,  P.E, 

Hreotor 

Enviroituental  &  Economlo  Impact  Office 

United  States  EnvlronBental  Protection  Agency 

John  F,  Kennedy  Federal  Building  ret   Nov  Fedoral  Bulldln^f 

Boston,  KaeBaohusetts  02203  Boston,  MasBachweotte 

Deajr  Mr»  Stioloieyt 

Ab  dlBcnissod  with  Ma.  Betsy  KlgglnB  of  yotir  etoff  last  week,  in  lieu 
of  a  Draft  EIS  Supplement  as  gu^geBted  in  your  letter  dated  Juno  9,  1970 
oonraenting  on  our  BFIS,  this  agency  is  propoaln^  to  maJco  available  to 
the  public  without  fonnal  proooflfiiin^  addltlon.iT  information  corapilcd 
since  the  publication  of  our  DEIS  dealing  specifically  with  the  throe 
sitoB  renalninfr  under  coneidemtion  for  the  subject  project  nrtd  frorr. 
which  a  final  site  vrill  ultlciately  be  selected  after  the  filin/r  of 
the  FinsJ.  Fnvironmental  Irapact  Statement , 

Ve  propose  to  circulate  the  inforination  to  knovnn  intereeted  persona 
aral  groups,  including  of  oourae  those  ^genoieo  which  oopunented  on  oxir 
BEIS,  and  Binrultaneously  to  publiolzo  the  availability  of  the 
inforraation  in  the  Boston  newspapers  and  other  available  looal  media. 
The  notification  will  also  advise  the  details  of  a  public  hearing  to 
be  held  within  25-30  days  thereafter,  thus  affording  the  public  the 
opi>ortunlty  to  eocsnent  on  the  additional  material  and  the  project  in 
general.  All  subotantive  comments  received  at  the  hearing  and 
written  extenxione  of  hearing:  comments  will  be  addreBsed  In  our 
Pinal  Envlronroental  lopact  Statement, 

We  feol  that  our  proposal  acoooplishes  the  e.-vna  objectives  as  the 
Buppleiaent  but  at  the  same  time  Involves  substantially  less  time. 
Because  of  the  rapidly  escalating  oonetruotion  costs,  this  is  of 
tftajor  concern  to  uo. 

W©  trust  you  will  concur  with  our  proposal,  and  we  will  appreciate 
your  advising  us  in  the  matter  as  soon  an  possible. 

Sincerely, 


BEVERLY  L,  A7AKES 

Blrector,  Operational  Planning  Staff 

Public  Buildin^rs  Service 
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iLJ^^T  ^  UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

rj  '  -       REGION  I 

J.F.  KENNEDY  FEDERAL  BUILDING.  BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS  02203 


'■^f9<i^' 


May  8,  1979 

Beverly  L.  James 

Director,  Operational  Planning  Staff 

Public  Buildings  Service 

General  Services  Administration 

John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 

Boston,  MA   02109 

Dear  Ms.  James; 

Thank  you  for  your  recent  letter  concerning  the  proposed  new  Federal 
Building  in  Boston. 

Since  your  proposal  to  provide  new  information  on  alternative  sites 
includes  opportunities  for  comment  and  a  public  hearing,  we  believe 
it  would  accomplish  the  sam.e  objectives  of  a  supplemental  environmental 
impact  statement,  and  have  no  objections  to  that  procedure. 

Ke  appreciate  being  advised  of  your  proposed  use  of  this  procedure, 
and  look  forward  to  reviewing  the  new  information  when  it  becomes 
available. 

Sincerely, 


M//^^^  ^.^^vfc^ 


Wallace  E.  Stickney,  P.E. 
Director,  Environmental  &  Economic 
Impact  Office 
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FEDERAL  ENERGY  RtGULATORY  COMMISSION 
WASHINGION.D   C.    ?0/1/«. 


April  21,  1978 


Miss  Beverly  L.  James 
Director,  Operational  Planning 

Staff 
General  Services  Administration 
Region  1,  John  W.  McCormack 

Post  Office  &  Court  House 
Boston,  Massachusetts   02109 

Dear  Miss  James : 

I  am  replying  to  your  request  of  April  5,  19  78,  to 
the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  for  comments  on 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  new  Federal  office  building  in  Boston.   This 
Draft  EIS  has  been  reviewed  by  appropriate  FERC  staff  com- 
ponents upon  whose  evaluation  this  response  is  based. 

The  staff  concentrates  its  review  of  other  agencies' 
environmental  impact  statements  basically  on  those  areas 
of  the  electric  power,  natural  gas,  and  oil  pipeline 
industries  for  which  the  Commission  lias  jurisdiction  by 
law,  or  where  staff  has  special  expertise  in  evaluating 
environmental  impacts  involved  with  the  proposed  action. 
It  does  not  appear  that  there  would  be  any  significant 
impacts  in  these  areas  of  concern  nor  serious  conflicts 
with  this  agency's  responsibilities  should  this  action  be 
undertaken. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  statement, 

Sincerely, 


jWju^ 


/Jack  M.    Heinemann 
I'Advisor  on  Environmental 
Quality 


EESP0N5E;  Acknowledged 
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DEPARTMENT    OF    HEALTH,  EDUCATION.  AUD    V/ELFARE 

REGION    I 

JOHN     F.   KENNtOY     rtDtR*L     ("iiunini, 
GOVERNMENT    CENTER 
BOSTON.   MASSACMUSE  TTS    or?)  1  OFflCt     OF 


Th!     Rt&IONAL     DtffCTOR 


June  13,  1978 


Ms,  Beverly  L,  James,  Director 
Operational  Planning  Staff,  PBS 
General  Services  Administration 
Room  724,  John  F.  McCormack  Post 

Office  and  Courthouse 
Boston,  Massachusetts    02109 

Dear  Ms.  James: 

H.E.W.'s  Regional  Environmental  Council  has  reviewed  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed  Federal  Building, 
Boston,  Massachusetts. 

Attached  is  a  copy  of  the  comments  offered  by  this  agency. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  reviev,'  and  comment 
on  this  draft  statement. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Donald  Branum 

Regional  Environmental  Officer 


Attachment 
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DEIS  on  Proposed  Federal  Building,  Boston,  Massachusetts 

Comfnents  Offered  by  HEW 

I.   The  DEIS  on  the  proposed  Fedreal  Building  in  Boston  is  a  very 
general  document  and  glosses  over  a  number  of  issues  in  a  super- 
ficial manner.   Two  major  shortcomings  appear  to  be  the  treatment 
of  agency  space  and  parking  accomiriOdations. 

The  amount  of  space  proposed  for  assignment  to.  each  agency  •  ' 
varies  significantly  from  a  low  of  99  square  feet  per  person  to  a 
high  of  687  square  feet  per  person.   The  major  concern  here  is  that 
several  agencies  appear  to  have  been  assigned  (albeit  tentatively) 
an  amount  of  space  below  the  minimum  standards  set  forth  in  the 
Federal  Property  Management  Regulations. 

While  the  Federal  Property  Management  Regulations  break  down 
space  requirements  by  grade  level  and  various  other  factors  in- 
cluding the  amount  of  equipment  (cabinets,  etc.)  necessary  to  ful- 
fill agency  requirements,  a  round  figure  of  150  square  feet  per 
person  is  utilized  to  approximate  the  amount  of  space  necessary  for 
each  employee  (including  equipment).   Six  (6)  agencies  employ  almost 
50%  of  the  proposed  number  of  personnel  to  occupy  the  building  will 
be  allotted  less  than  150  square  feet  person  person.   Bringing  each 
employee  up  to  a  minimum  of  150  square  feet  v.ould  consume  23,804  s.f. 
of  the  44,000  set  aside  for  future  expansion.   While  it  may  not  be 
necessary  to  allot  each  of  these  agencies  additonal  space,  it  would 
seem  to  be  necessary  for  3  or  4  agencies. 

Some  of  the  agencies  make  mention  of  a  modest  growth  rate  of 
3-5%  per  year  anticipated  in  future  years.   If  this  figure  is  indeed 
modest,  the  building  would  be  inadequate  to  serve  the  needs  of  all 
the  agencies  proposed  before  construction  could  be  completed.   The 
space  reserved  for  future  expansion  would  be  consumed  within  the 
next  three  to  four  years.   It  is  questionable  as  to  whether  the 
building  can  be  completed  in  this  time  fram.e. 

The  net  effect  of  a  building  at  overcapacity  is  that  the  fa- 
cility would  not  serve  as  a  panacea  for  all  federal  needs  in  the 
Gity  of  Boston  as  much  of  the  verbiage  in  the  DEIS  leads  one  to 
believe. 
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Since  many  of  the  proposed  agencies  would  not  be  able  to  occupy 
the  completed  facilities,  further  leases  would  continue  to  exist, 
much  of  the  consolidation  of  services  could  not  take  place,  and 
overall  efficiency  would  not  be  achieved  to  the  extent  described. 
The  building  itself  would  provide  a  long  step  toward  achieving 
these  objectives  but  the -supporting  arguments  are  not  without  fallacy. 

The  treatment  of  parking  also  leaves  something  to  be  discussed. 
The  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970  freezes  construction  of  new  parking  facili- 
ties in  Boston.   However,  the  proposed  site  plan  also  includes  areas 
which  have  little  or  already  over-burdened  parking  facilities  in 
the  immediate  area.   It  is  somewhat  misleading  to  state  that  "minor 
changes  in  employee  commuting  habits  may  result,"  more  so  if  one 
of  these  areas  is  eventually  selected.   This  would.be  especially 
true  if  the  lack  of  adequate  parking  facilities  require  a  complete 
change  in  the  mode  of  commuting,  increases  the  cost  of  transportation, 
and  adds  to  the  length  of  the  workday  inclusive  of  commuting  time. 
(This  is  not  to  speak  of  the  possibility  of  walking  many  blocks  through 
snowstorms,  rain,  inclement  weather  or  areas  of  increased  danger 
where  crime  rates  are  higher  than  in  other  areas  of  the  city.) 

A  general  criticism  of  the  DEIS  is  that  it  belittles  the  negative 
impacts  of  the  project  under  the  assumption  that  it  will  only  involve 
changes  within  the  same  metropolitan  area.   However,  the  Boston 
metropolitan  area,  including  Cambridge,  covers  considerable  territory. 
The  relocation  of  a  number  of  federal  agencies  from  one  small  area 
may  have  a  serious  economic  impact  upon  the  neighborhood;  even  to 
the  extent  of  driving  small  business  concerns  completely  out  of 
business.   It  would  appear  that  negative  impacts  have  been  discussed 
in  a  fairly  cursory  manner  throughout  the  DEIS. 
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II.  The  primary  concern  after  reviewing  the  DEIS  is 
that  based  on  HEW's  projected  need  for  22r>, 000  square  feet  of 
office  space  in  Boston  by  FY '84,  and  deducting  the  allotment  of 
65,274  square  feet  which  is  HEW's  proposed  occupance,  this  agency 
would  then  need  159,727  square  feet  at  the  J.F.K.  Building-or 
an  increase  of  36 ,  227-  square  feet  over  its  present  area  of 
123,500  square  feet. 

The  question  arises  as  to  which  agency  does  GSA  proposes 
to  evict  in  order  to  give  HEW  two  additional  floors  here  at  the 
J.F.K.? 

Additionally,  it  would  appear  that  in  designing  the  foun- 
dation for  this  building,  the  Government  sliould  allow  for  the 
possible  addition  of  more  stories  to  this  structure.   If  the 
architect  who  designed  the  JFK  Federal  Building  had  sone  so, 
we  would  have  added  stories  to  the  Lo-Rise  section  at  great  saving: 
of  time  and  money. 

As  you  are  well  aware,  the  local  realty  interests  oppose 
these  measures  because  of  the  loss  of  revenues  and  the  loss  in 
taxes.  However,  the  majority  of  space  offered  to  the  Government 
is  less  than  first  class  and  wouldn't  meet  all  safety,  health 
and  handicapped  standards  without  makeshift  modifications  or  by 
waiving  regulations.  Increased  efficiency  of  colocation  and  sav- 
ings in  rental  costs  inherent  in  these  proposals  will  ultimately 
mean  less  outlay  by  the  Government  and  a  resultant  saving  to  the 
public. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AM)  WELFARE 
OhVlChl  Oh'  TMJiJ  REGIONAL  DIRECTOR 


RESPONSE: 


1.  As  noted  in  Section  II  of  both  the  Draft  EIS  and  in  this  Environmental 
Data, "...the  proposed  space  assignments  are  tentative,  for  planning 
purposes  in  determining  the  required  size  of  the  new  building.  There 
may  be  reassignments  of  agency  space  between  Government-owned  and 
leased  space  before  the  proposed  building  is  completed,  so  that 
agencies  other  than  those  listed  may  finally  be  assigned  to  the 
new  building. ..." 

A  comparison  of  the  housing  plans  in  the  DEIS  and  this  document  shows 
that  such  a  change  in  proposed  housing  has  already  occurred.  The 
major  purpose  of  this  change  is  to  implement  the  President's  Urban 
Policy,  as  mandated  by  Executive  Order  12072  of  August  16,  1978, 
entitled 'Federal  Space  Management."  This  change  has  resulted  in  the 
proposed  relocation  of  agencies  from  suburban  Newton,  Burlington, 
and.  Quincy  to  the  Central  Business  District  of  Boston,  as  discussed 
in  Section  II.  This  will  require  the  retention  of  more  leased 
space  in  downtown  Boston  than  is  indicated  in  the  DEIS.  However, 
the  building  will  still  achieve  its  major  objectives  of  consolidating 
agencies  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable,  and  minimizing  the 
amovmt  of  leased  space  required  in  the  metropolitan  area. 

The  amount  of  space  proposed  for  assignment  to  agencies  is  based  on 
requirements  submitted  to  GSA  by  the  agencies  themselves.  The 
number  of  personnel  is  based  on  budgeted  personnel  ceilings.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  quoted  "round  figure  of  1^0  square  feet 
per  each  employee"  applies  only  to  office  space,  and  that  the  areas 
proposed  for  assignment  may  also  include  special  and  storage  space. 
This  accounts  for  some  agencies'  proposed  assignments  being  in 
excess  of  1^0  square  feet  per  person.  The  low  figure  for  the  new 
housing  plan  is  110  sqiiare  feet  per  person.  This  is  the  same  as 
the  present  utilization  rate  for  the  agency  involved,  and  they  have 
not  indicated  to  GSA  a  need  for  increased  space. 

The  freeze  on  construction  of  new  parking  facilities  in  Boston  is 
mandated  by  EPA's  Transportation  Control  Plan,  as  discussed  in 
Section  III.E.5.  but  does  not  apply  to  non-commercial  facilities 
such  as  the  proposed  building.  The  adequacy  of  parking  in  the 
vicinity  of  each  of  the  three  sites  is  discussed  in  Section  III.E.2. 
Due  to  the  change  in  the  proposed  housing  plan  discussed  above, 
employee  commuting  habits  are  expected  to  change  to  a  greater 
extent  than  indicated  in  the  DEIS.  However,  it  is  anticipated  that 
the  environmental  impact  of  this  change  will  be  mostly  beneficial, 
because  it  is  expected  to  resxilt  in  greater  use  of  public  trans- 
portation and  car  pools,  and  less  use  of  single  occupant  vehicles. 
This  is  discussed  in  Section  III.E.l  (All  three  sites  are  easily 
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accessible  "by  all  available  forms  of  transportation.  Such 
climatic  conditions  as  snowstorms,  rain,  and  inclement  v/eather 
are  not  site  specific.  Crime  is  not  expected  to  be  any  greater  a 
problem  at  any  of  the  three  sites  than  at  any  other  part  of  the 
delineated  area.) 

The  relocation  of 'individual  Federal  a^ncies  from  outlying  areas 
to  dovmtovm  Boston  is  not  expected  to  have  any  significant  adverse 
impacts  on  existing  businesses  in  the  vicinity  of  these  agencies. 
This  is  because  the  space  to  be  vacated  is  expected  to  be  backfilled 
within  one  year  due  to  the  ti^t  suburban  office  space  market,  as 
discussed  in  Section  Ill.C.ij.. 

2.  As  mentioned  in  Section  II,  three  agencies  are  proposed  to  be 
relocated  from  the  JFK  Federal  Building  into  the  proposed  new 
building.  At  that  time,  GSA  will  make  the  appropriate  reassignment 
of  this  vacated  space,   (This  comment  does  not  really  fall  into  the 
realm  of  environmental  impact.  Future  correspondence  on  this 
matter  should  be  directed  to  GSA's  Space  Management  Division.) 

At"  the  time  cf  project  design  due  consideration  will  be  given  to 
incorporating  future  extension  capability.  Although  the  Federal 
Government  is  not  subject  to  local  zoning  regulations,  GSA 
attempts  to  comply  with  them  wherever  possible.  There  are  varying 
zoning  restrictions  on  each  of  the  sites  being  considered,  and  those 
applicable  to  the  site  finally  selected  will,  of  course,  influence 
the  building  design.  Zoning  is  discussed  in  Section  III.A.U. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH.  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFAF 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 
BOSTON  REGION 


MEMORANDUM  m^e 

TO    -.Donald  Branum  DATt:  June  20 

Regional  Environmental  Officer  IP0-RB3 


FROM  J  Acting  Director,  DMA 

suBjEcr.  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

We  welcome  the  construction  of  a  new  Federal  office  building  within  the 
delineated  area  of  downtown  Boston  and  appreciate  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  that  construction.  We  do  have  some  concerns  and  they  are 
In  three  areas: 

1.  Consolidation  of  all  SSA  components  In  Boston  within  contiguous 
space; 

2.  Special  space  requirements  for  the  Boston  district  office; 

3.  Special  needs  for  the  Boston  Teleservice  Center. 

Consolidation  of  SSA  Components 

In  our  memorandum  to  ROFEC  dated  7/18/77,  we  indicated  at  that  time  that 
we  wish  to  have  all  our  organizational  components  located  in  contiguous 
space.  This  was  in  response  to  the  current  moves  which  ere  beginning 
to  take  place  within  the  JFK  Building.  SSA  was,  and  still  is,  located 
in  five  separate  locations.  Even  after  the  current  moves  have  taken 
place,  SSA  will  be  located  on  both  the  11th  and  12th  floors  of  the 
JFK  Building,  as  well  as  the  23rd  floor,  a  Summer  Street  location,  and 
In  Park  Square  (Boston  D/0).  As  we  pointed  out  in  the  July  memo, 
we  experience  very  real  operational  problems  which  are  inherent  with 
the  physical  separation  of  our  components.  As  we  stated  then,  the  physical 
isolation  of  any  component  serves  to  subvert  the  SSA  reorganization  designed 
to  unite  the  program  entities  and  the  application  of  SSA  procedures  In 
this  Region.  In  a  second  memo  to  ROFEC  dated  October  28,  1977,  we  again 
reiterated  our  desire  to  unify  all  our  components  within  the  JFK  Building. 

If  a  second  Federal  building  is  constructed,  we  would  hope  that  SSA 
would  be  granted  three  full  floors  of  the  JFK  Building.  This  would  allow 
.      us  to  bring  all  our  components  Into  one  Installation,  thus  being  more 
manageable  and  allowing  us  to  give  better  service  to  the  puBllc.  We 
would  want  to  occupy  three  floors  in  the  JFK  Building  rather  than  simply 
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moving  our  components  presently  outside  of  the  JFK  Building  into  the 
new  building  and  continue  to  end  up  with  a  split  operation.  GSA  should 
certainly  be  able  to  accomplish  this  without  any  difficulty. 

Space  Needs  for  the  Boston  SSA  District  Office 

The  sites  under  consideration  for  the  new  Federal  office  building  are 
all  within  the  service  area.  However,  this  is  a  far-reaching  area  and 
there  are  various  implications  depending  on  the  site  chosen.  The 
main  concern  for  the  new  building  in  regards  to  the  Boston  district 
office  would  be  the  location.  If  the  location  was  in  the  South  Station 
area  this  could  be  quite  suitable,  however,  if  it  should  be  in  the 
Government  Center  area  it  would  be  less  suitable  or  if  located  in 
the  North  Station  area  it  would  be  unacceptable.  Population/service 
area  characteristic  data  would  show  that  the  North  Station  area,  at 
best,  would  be  a  poor  location  for  the  district  office.  Also,  transportation 
to  the  North  Station  area  would  be  such  that  the  bulk  of  the  people  coming 
Into  the  Boston  district  office  would  require  a  subway  change. 

If  the  Boston  district  office  is  included  in  the  new  Federal  building, 
the  space  should  be  located  on  the  second  or  third  floor  to  allow  for 
easy  access  for  our  disabled  and  handicapped  beneficiaries.  This  space 
also  should  be  such  that  expansion  would  be  possible.  If  warranted,  at 
a  later  date,  hopefully,  in  an  area  contiguous  to  that  space. 

If  all  the  SSA  components  were  consolidated  together  on  three  floors 
of  the  JFK  Building  the  only  unsuitable  space  for  the  district  office 
would  be  on  the  first  floor  of  the  low-rise  building.  Some  years  ago, 
the  SSA  district  office  was  located  In  the  low-rise  building  and  they  had 
considerable  problems  there  with  people  asking  for  directions  within  the 
building.  Apparently,  the  public  considered  the  SSA  office  a  reception 
area  for  the  entire  complex,  thus  the  traffic  in  the  office  was  increased 
greatly  by  the  number  of  people  not  on  social  security  business  but  rather 
looking  for  directions  to  other  parts  of  the  JFK  Building. 

Space  in  the  high-rise  section  of  the  JfK  complex  would  be  suitable  for 
the  district  office  as  long  as  the  office  was  given  at  least  a  full  wing 
on  either  side  of  the  building.  The  district  office's  space  requirement 
1s  about  10,000  sq.ft.  and  any  space  that  required  a  split  operation  would 
be  unacceptable. 

If  we  are  given  a  choice  however.  In  regards  to  the  Boston  district  office, 
we  would  prefer  to  have  it  remain  in  it's  present  location.  The  present 
space  is  convenient  as  far  as  transportation  is  concerned  and  is  also 
suitable  and  quite  adequate  for  our  needs. 
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Special  Needs  of  the  Boston  SSA  Telcservlce  tenter. 

There  are  several  items  unique  to  this  type  of  facility  that  are  of  primary 

concern  to  us.  There  has  been  and  is  currently  a  problem  at  the  existing 

Teleservice  Center  in  regards  to  availability  of  space  for  expansion.  Also,  the 

weight  of  the  telephone  equipment  is  such  th=it  special  supports  are 

required  and  special  care  taken  in  construction  of  the  flooring  due 

to  the  excessive  v;eight  of  this  equip:nent.  Third,  the  underfloor  ducts 

must  be  greatly  oversized  in  order  to  house  the  cabling  for  the  telephone 

equipment.  Finally,  consideration  must  bo  given  to  the  fact  that  the 

Automatic  Call  Distributor  equipment  is  leased  for  a  set  time  period. 

It  is  extremely  expensive  to  relocate  this  equipment.  Unlike  other 

SSA  components,  we  have  no  particular  need  to  liave  the  Teleservice 

Center  located  within  the  same  building  or  within  contiguous  space  to 

the  rest  of  the  regional  office.  Therefore,  v/e  would  be  reluctant 

to  spend  the  money  necessary  for  the  relocation  of  the  Teleservice  Center. 

This  summarizes  our  basic  concerns  in  regards  to  the  new  Federal  office 
building.  I  cannot  overemphasize  our  desire  to  have  contiguous  space 
for  our  regional  office  components.  Hopefully,  this  new  building  will 
accomnodate  our  needs  in  this  regard.  If  you  have  any  further  questions, 
please  contact  Doug  Aiken  of  my  staff  at  223-0223. 


M/cai^(. 


David  0.   Williams, 


cc:     ARC/FC 
AD   II 

DM,  Boston 
Manager,  TSC 
Chief,  FFSMPB 
FSS,  PS/DA 


127 


DEPARTMEM'  OF  HEALTH,  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 
SOCIAL  SECUHITY  ADMINISTRATION    ' 


RESPONSE; 


1.  Under  the  present  proposed  housing  plan,  the  SSA  District  Office 
and  Area  Office  are  to  be  relocated  to  the  new  "building.  The 
Teleservice  Center  and  the  Bioreau  of  Hearings  and  Appeals  District 
Office  are  to  remain  at  their  present  locations.  All  other  SSA 
components  are  to  remain  in,  or  he  relocated  to,  the  Kennedy 
Building. 

2.  All  three  of  the  final  sites  for  the  new  building  are  within 
the  South  Station  area  (as  opposed  to  the  Government  Center  or 
North  Station  areas),  identified  "by  SSA  as  "suitable"  for  the 
District  Office,  which  is  proposed  to  be  relocated  to  the  new 
building. 

3.  ■  All  of  the  other  comments  axe  space  assignment  matters  which 

should  be  directed  to  the  GSA  Space  Mainagement  Division, 
J.  V •  McCormack  Post  Office  &  Courthouse,  Boston. 
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ER- 78/296 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


OFl-ICE  or  THE  SFCKrJARV 
Northeast  Region 
15  State  Street 
Boston,  MA    02109 


May   22,    1978 


Dear  Ms.  Jarres: 

This  1s  in  response  to  a  request  for  the  Departnent  of  the  Interior's 
coraitents  on  the  draft  environmental   statement  for  construction  of 
New  Federal  Office  Building,  Repair  and  Alteration  of  McCormack  Post 
Office  and  Courthouse,  and  Purchase  of  Leased  Food  and  Drug  Adminis- 
tration Building,  Boston,  Suffolk  County,  Massachusetts, 

The  draft  statement  indicates  that,   in  conjunction  with  the  Public 
Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  of  1976  (P.L.  94-541),  alternatives  have 
been  explored  for  using  an  historic  structure  for  the  new  office  building. 
Since  no  structures  have  been  located  which  would  adequately  fulfill 
the  General   Service  Administration's  needs,  a  new  site  now  must  be 
identified. 


statement  does  not  discuss,  under  the  section  entitled  "Impacts" 
3ages  20-21,  how  archeological   impacts  will  be  addressed  in  the 


The 

on  pages 

final  environmental  statement.  When  a  site  for  the  new  building  is 
selected,  an  archeological  survey  should  be  undertaken  under  the  super- 
vision of  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer.  The  existence  of 
any  archeological  resources  and  potential  project  impacts  should  be 
discussed  in  the  final  statement.  Otherwise,  the  statement  correctly 
indicates  that  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1966  and  Executive  Order  11593  will  be  complied  with  In  full. 

The  proposed  actions  appear  to  have  no  significant  adverse  Impacts  on 
fish  and  wildlife  resources,  and  this  should  be  mentioned  in  the  final 
environmental  statement.  Also,  upon  selection  of  a  construction  site, 
we  suggest  that  the  final  statement  present  a  site-specific  assess- 
ment of  potential  impacts  related  to  ground-water  conditions. 


lO^JJT'O/v 


'•^^6-l9"f^ 
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Ms.  Beverly  L.  James,  Boston,  MA 

The  Department  recommends  that  the  feasibility  of  constructing  recre- 
ational facilities  in  the  building  for  Federal  employees  be  discussed 
In  the  final  statement. 

Sincerely  yours, 

William  Patterson 

Regional  Environmental  Officer 

Ms.  Beverly  L.  James 
Director,  Operational  Planning 

Staff  (IPG) 

General  Services  Administration 
John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office 

and  Courthouse 
Boston,  MA  02109 
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DEPAETMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 


RESPONSE: 


1.  The  Massachusetts  Historic  Commission  (MHC)  has  indicated  that 
there  is  little  likelihood  that  prehistorical  or  historical 
sites  will  "be  encovmtered  in  the  areas  of  the  final  three  sites. 
However,  if  in  the  opinion  of  GSA  and  the  Commission,  significant 
archeological  remains  are  possible  once  a  site  is  selected,  an 
archeological  field  survey  will  te  conducted.  This  is  discussed 
in  Section  III.B.2.   (The  Executive  Director  of  the  MHC  is  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer.) 

2.  Vegetation  and  wildlife  are  discussed  in  Section  III.F.2; 
groundwater  conditions  at  each  of  the  three  final  sites  are 
discussed  in  Section  III.F.l. 


3*  GSA  does  not  propose  to  construct  recreation  facilities  for 
•Federal  employees  in  the  new  tuilding. 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  LADOR 

Employment  &  Trammg  Administration 
John  FitzgfTJild  Kennedy  red«;fol  Building 


Oo»iO'»,  M3it«chui*tli    0;"203 


i 


f  \f  % 

KAYS      1978  h  l.?^  i 

Mir.  L.F.  Bretta 

Pagional  AAr.inistrator     ' 

General  Services  A^nmiistration 

Fogies  I 

John  W.  yjcCormack  Post  Office 

a:>d  Court!>ouse  Building 
Boston,  ^iassachusetts  02109 

Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  April  5,  1978  concerning  :  (1)  construction 
of  a  new  Federal  Office  Building  (2)  repair  and  alteration  of  the  Jcto  W. 
MoCootvack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse,  and  (3)  pircliase  of  the  Food  and 
Drug  A3rainistration  Building,  the  folladjig  ccmnents  are  offered  for  your 
consideration : 

1.  It  vciuld  appear  ecaicmically  feasible  to  construct  nev; 
space  to  Ixrase  rvrny  of  the  Federal  agencies  ncr;  cxrcjpying 
leased  space.  Tnis  acticn  would  bring  togotJier  riany 

agencies  that  lack  cohesiveness  because  o^  their  physical  i 

separation. 

2.  Tl-te  renovation  of  tlie  Jolm  V7.  McCor.vicl;  '~ost  Office  and 
CourtJ"o.ise  apixjars  to  be  logical  to  convert  con-'^-ideraijle 
existing  sfviice  fron  Post  Office  to  Coutr'JicAise  use.  Tne 
existing  space  vd.ll  i^ysically  lend  it.-^ol^  to  coarthouse 
use  at  a  mininval  cost. 

Z,     If  the  pjrcliase  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  Build- 
ing, new  under  leasehold,  is  to  the  ecaionic  advcintage  of  the 
Government,  all  of  the  factors  ccnsidered  being  favorable, 
this  agency'  interposes  no  objections  to  its  purchase. 

Sincerely, 


r-tegicsial  Administrator  for 
Btployinent  and  Training 

RESPONSE;     Acknowledged. 
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April  11,  1978 


-§-.-?MAi^AySJNESS  ADMINiyRMjON^  REGION  I 

60"BATfERYMARCH 
BOSTON,  MASSACHUSEHS  02110 


Miss  Beverly  L.  Janes,  Director 
Operational  PlannluR  Staff 
General  Services  Admirlstration 
John  W.  McCormack  POCli 
Boston,  MA  02109 

Dear  Miss  James : 

We  appreciate  the  opporturlcy  to  rospond  to  your  rpqii?Kt'  for  environmerital 
impact  comments  regardin^^,  the  construction  of  a  net;  Frderal  Office  Build- 
ing in  Boston  as  wall  as  repair  and  alteration  \;cik  for  the  courts  in  the 
J.K.  McCornack  Building,  and  the  purchase  of  tho  TooH  and  Drug  Administra- 
tion Building. 

Needless  to  say,  as  a  Federal  Agency  we  would  Iiave  r.rcet  interest  as  a  po- 
tential occupant  of  a  new  Federal  Huildlng.   More  specifically,  however, 
the  construction  and  utilization  of  such  a  hulldlrt;  would  have  beneficial 
econonic  inpcct  In  providing  jobs  and  expandJnr;  ''iListon's  base  economy  for 
email  business. 

The  construction  of  a  new  federal  building  as  well  as  renovation  work  in 
the  HcComack  Buildini'  would  provide  both  ImediatR  and  lonp.-term  socio- 
economic impacL  to  the  Boston  Area.   As  nn  Af.cncy  \!o   have  p,reat  interest 
in  the  contractlnr  of  the  construction  work  Involved  in  both  buildings  to 
insure  that  an  appropriate  pcvtlon  of  the  business  <»cnerated  is  awarded 
to  small  businesses  under  both  our  8(a)  Profiraf^  and  through  set-aside  con- 
tracts. We  would  have  additional  interest  In  tli€  rflocation  of  small  busi- 
nesses which  inir.ht  have  to  be  movsd  to  make  way  for  the  selected  site,  of 
the  new  federal  office  building.   SBA  maintains  a  special  loan  progran  for 
displaced  businesses. 

Subsequent  to  occupancy  of  the  npw  frderal  offic*:  huildino,  we  would  hfi 
interested  in  any  concessions  for  services  in  thn  building  for  small  busi- 
ness procurements  and  minority  entrepreneur?;  ui  d-?r  continuing  progrars  of 
the  SBA. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment.   Sliould  you  wish  further  informa- 
tion or  discussion  regarding  small  business  Interests  In  these  proposed 
federal  projects,  please  contact  Mr.  John  U.  Swenson,  Assistant  Regional 
Director  for  Administration,  at  this  address. 

Sincerely, 


Stanley  C.  Wf.lnberp,   Jr, 
Regional  Director 
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SMALL  BUSINESS  ADMINISTRATION 

RESPONSE;  -•. ''  ;  ••• 

Employment  impacts  in  general  and  SBA  concerns  in  particular 
are  discussed  in  Section  III.C.2.  The  necessity  to  relocate  any 
businesses  on  the  site  selected,  and  mitigating  measures  to  be 
taken  by  GSA,  are  discussed  in  Sections  V.C  and  V.I).  Any 
businesses  to  be  relocated  by  GSA  vd.ll  be  informed  of  all 
available  sources  of  assistance,  including  SBA  loans. 
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EVELYN    F.    MURPHY 
SECRETARY 


'fOO    (oamer('(/ae  tyfyee^ 
SSoiion,    ^IfMac/uieM  0S202 


April   18,   1978 


Miss  Beverly  L.  James,  Director 

Operational  Planning  Staff 

General  Services  Administration 

Region  I 

John  W.  McCorniack  Post  Office  & 

Courthouse 

Boston,  MA  02109 

Dear  Miss  James : 


RE:   DEIS  No.  EMA  78002 


Governor  Dukakis  has  referred  the  DEIS  on  the  Construction 
of  New  Federal  Office  Building,  Repair  and  Alteration  of 
John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse,  etc.  to  this 
office  for  appropriate  connnent. 

The  site  specific  projects  described  in  the  DEIS  are 
generally  adequately  covered,  but  the  primary  new  construction  of 
a  new  federal  office  building  is  not  identified  as  to  site.   The 
areal  features  of  site  location  are  adequate  as  far  as  that 
feature  is  concerned,  but  a  new  22  story  building  with  100,000 
square  feet  of  parking  may  present  some  extremely  serious  problems 
depending  on  its  specific  site  location  and  design  characteristics. 
In  the  densely  developed  downtown  Boston  area  there  exist  diffi- 
cult management  problems  with  carbon  monoxide,  traffic  congestion, 
pedestrian  circulation,  and  wind  and  shadow  impact,  vrnlle  location 
of  new  federal  facilities  in  urban  centers  is  encouraged,  it  must 
be  accomplished  in  a  manner  that  reflects  as  a  highest  priority 
locatlonal  sensitivity  to  urban  problems.   I  would  therefore  suggest 
that  the  Final  EIS,  at  a  minimum,  present  and  analyze  several 
specific  sites  within  the  designated  area.   The  objective  should 
be  to  find  that  specific  site  which  blends  the  building's  mass  and 
use  into  an  existing  dense  urban  area  with  an  absolute  minimum  of 
disruption. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  DEIS. 

Sincerely,        ^ 


Evel 

EFM/REG/jmdi 


\ 
Evelyn  F.  Murphy,  Secretary 
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MASSACHUSETTS  EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  ENVIRONMEM'AL  AFFAIRS 


EESPOITSE: 


Prior  to  site  selection,  a  public  meeting  will  "be  held  so  that 
all  interested  parties  may  express  their  views  on  the  three  final 
sites  xmder  consideration.  Substantive  comments  presented 
at  this  meeting,  and  GSA's  responses,  will  "be  included  in  the 
Final  EIS.  This  is  discussed  in  the  response  to  Comment  1  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

In  this  Environmental  Data,  air  quality  impacts  of  each  of  the 
three  final  sites  are  discussed  in  Section  III.P.U;  traffic 
circulation  is  discussed  in  Section  III.E.l;  pedestrian  circtilation 
is  discussed  in  Section  III.E.U;  wind  impacts  are  discussed  in 
Section  III.F.6;  and  shadow  impacts  are  discussed  in  Section  III. P. 7. 
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Robert  F.  Walsh,  Director  MAY  2  C  1978 


^P||¥ 


Miss  Beverly  L.    James,    Director 

Operational   Planning  Staff 

Genera!  Services   Administration,    Region    I 

John  W.   McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 

Boston,   Massachusetts     02109 

Dear  Miss  James: 

The  Boston   Redevelopment  Authority  has  reviewed  the  Draft 
Environmental   Impact  Statement  respecting  the  construction  of  a  new 
Federal  Office.  Building  in   Boston,    repair  and  alteration  of  the  John  W. 
McCormack  Building,    and  purchase  of  the  leased   Food  and   Drug 
Administration   Building  and  submits  the  following  comments  for  your 
consideration. 

\,     In  general,   we  have  no  objections  to  either  the  proposed  renovations  to 
the  McCormack  Building  or  the  purchase  of  the  FDA  Building,   although 
we  recognize  that  the  latter  action  would  have  the  adverse  impact  of 
removing  the  property  from  the  tax   rolls.      With   regard  to  the  new 
Federal  Office  Building,   we  can  only  make  some  rather  broad  comments 
since  specific  sites   have  not  been  delineated.      We  would  expect  that  the 
Final    Impact  Statement  will   locate  specific  sites,    as  well   as   recommend  a 
preferred  site  for  the  construction  of  the  new   Federal   Building.      In 
addition,   we  would   hope  that  the  General  Services  Administration  would 
coordinate  its  site  selection   process  with  the  BRA  and  the  City  of 
Boston  In  order  that  an  acceptable  site  may  be  selected. 

2.,      In  this  respect,    it  is  unclear  why  the  "delineated  area"   was   limited  to 
only  the  four  census  tracts  In  Downtown   Boston,   which  omits  both  the 
North  and  South  Station  geographic  areas,    as  well  as  an  area  adjacent 
to  Government  Center.      These  omitted  geographic  areas  are  included 
within  census  tracts  701    (block  group  2)  and  203  (block  groups 
1,   2,    3). 

It  Is  also  unclear  why  GSA's  criteria  (location  of  historic  districts, 
aC'ailabillty  of  purchase  steam,    proximity  to  Government  Center  area  and 
availability  of  public  transportation)  would  not  equally  apply  to  the 
North  and  South  Station  geographic  areas.      Although   it  Is  a  fact  that 
the  existing  zoning   in  the  North  Station  area  would  not  allow  for 
high-rise  development,    the  City  of  Boston   recognizes  that  the  zoning  in 
the  area  does   not  reflect  current  market  trends  or  the  policy  of  the 
City  to  concentrate  more  intensive  development  in  this  geographic  area. 


1  City  Hall  Square 

Boston.  Massochuserts  02201  137 


n.! 


Wa  would,   therefore,    recommend  that  Hie  proposed   "delineated  area"  be 
extended  to  both  the   North   and  South  Station  geographic  areas  of 
Downtown   Boston  for  the  reasons  outlined  above. 

3,      It  should  also  be  recognized  that  the  construction  of  a  new  Federal 
Office  Building  will   remove  taxable  property  from  the  City's  tax  rolls 
and  thus  deprive  the  City  of  tax   revenues   -   the  amount,   of  course, 
depending  on  the  site  to  be  acquired.      Siting   In  the  downtown  office 
and  retail   area  could   preclude  use  of  the  property  for  prime  office 
space  and   remove  land  with   some  of  the  highest  evaluation  in  the  City 
from  the  tax   rolls.      Discussion  of  this   impact  was  clearly  missing  from 
the  Draft  EiS,    although   it  was  noted  for  the  purchase  of  the  FDA 
Building. 

4-.      Furthermore,   the  construction  of  a  22-story  tower  within  the  downtown 
area  would  have  a  good  potential  for  creating  wind  and  shadow  problems 
already  prevalent  in  this  area,    which  would  necessitate  careful   siting 
and  design  of  the  building.      We  would  expect  that  these  physical   impacts 
also  be  evaluated  in  the   Final   EIS. 

^.     We  would  also  like  to  point  out  some  corrections  to  the  Draft   EIS.     On 
page  16  ("Relationship  of  DA  to  Urban   Renewal   Area"),    it  should  be 
noted  that  the  future  of  the  Park  Plaza  plan   is  not  uncertain  and  that 
all   required  City  and  State  approvals  have  been  obtained.      The  State 
Transportation   Building   is  expected  to  be  under  construction  by  late 
1978  or  early  1979,   and  the  BRA  currently  is  soliciting  proposals  for 
the  remaining  development  parcels  in  the  project  area.     Secondly,   with 
^,    respect  to  ambient  air  quality   (p. 46),   the  most  recent  EPA  and 
Massachusetts   status   reports  on  air  quality  indicate  that  Boston  is 
considered  an  attainment  area  for  SO_. 

We  trust  that  these  comments  will   be  helpful  to  you  in  the  preparation 
of  the  Final   EiS;    and  again,    we  would   look  forward  to  working  with  the 
GSA  In  selecting  an  appropriate  site  for  the  new  Federal  Office  Building. 

Sincerely, 


diwajxl 


Robert  F.   Walsh 
Director 
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BOSTON  REPEVET/)PMEMr  AUTHORITY 

1.  As  mentioned  in  the  response  to  Comment  1  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  a  public  meeting  will  be  held  prior  to  publication  of  the  Final 
EIS,  to  afford  interested  parties  the  opportiinity  to  comment  on  the  three 
final  sites  under  consideration.  These  comments,  and  GSA's  responses, 
will  be  included  in  the  FEIS.  GSA  has  been, and  will  continue,  coordinating 

■    its  site  selection  process  with  the  BRA  and  the  City  of  Boston. 

2.  Since  publication  of  the  Draft  EIS,  the  delineated  area  was  further  revised 
to  include  the  North  and  South  Station  areas.  This  is  discussed  in 
Section  III.A.l  and  shown  in  Eigure  2  of  this  Environmental  Data. 

3.  Discussion  of  property  tax  impacts  as  a  result  of  construction  of  the 

new  building  on  each  of  the  three  final  sites  is  contained  in  Section  III.C.3« 

h,.     Wind  and  shadow  problems  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  are  discussed 
in  Sections  III.F.6  and  III. P. 7,  respectively. 

5.  Urban  renewal  areas  and  redevelopment  projects  are  discussed  in  Section  III. 
A. 3.  The  information  in  this  section  has  been  reviewed  and  concurred  in 

by  the  BRA  Public  Information  Officer. 

6.  The  change  in  attainment  status  for  S02  from  priority  I  to  priority  III 
has  been  noted  in  Section  III.P.I4.. 
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MASSACHUSETTS 
BAY 

TRANSPORTATION 
AUTHORITY 

so  Hish  Str««t,  Sotton,  MA  02110 


Hs„  Beverly  L.  James,  Director 
Operational  Planning 
General  Services  Administration 
Oohn  W.  McCormack  Building,  Rm.  724 
Boston,  Massachusetts   02109 

Dear  Ks.  James: 

.     The  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority  has  reviewed  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  by  your  office  for  construction  of 
a  new  Federal  office  building  in  downtown  Boston.  The  Authority  supports 
this  proposal,  because  1t  will  serve  to  centralize  the  work  location  for 
Federal  employees  in  the  Boston  area  to  downtown,  where  the  fIBTA  is  best 
equipped  to  assume  a  greater  share  of  commuting  by  public  transportation. 

We  do  have  concern  for  the  effect  of  a  new  22-story  building  for  2,300 
employees  on  the  passenger  handling  capabilities  of  our  nearby  transit  sta- 
tions. We  recognize  that  a  specific  site  for  the  new  building  has  not  been 
determined,  and  as  the  D.E.I.S.  notes,  "any  localized  Impacts  on  transporta- 
tion facilities  cannot  be  evaluated  until  a  specific  site  has  been  selected". 
The  Authority  therefore  requests  that  the  MBTA  be  added  to  the  list  of 
agencies,  officials  and  groups  to  be  consulted  about  this  action,  and  that 
as  a  specific  site  Is  determined,  we  are  notified  so  that  we  may  review  the 
likely  effects  of  this  building  as  located  on  our  facilities.  We  need  this 
information  to  determine  whether  modifications  are  needed  to  those  nearby 
transit  stations  that  may  experience  larger  rush-hour  peaks  In  travel  demand 
due  to  the  new  building.  We  would  also  like  to  discuss  with  you  the  possi- 
bility of  staggered  work  hours,  if  such  a  program  is  not  already  in  effect 
for  those  Federal  employees  who  will  be  located  at  the  new  building.  This 
would  contribute  to  better  utilization  of  cur  rolling  stock  and  a  more  com- 
fortable ride  for  our  users  during  the  commuting  hours. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  make  this  review  and  look  forward  to 
working  with  you  as  your  plans  for  this  new  building  are  finalized. 


Sincerely, 


J. 


Warren  J.  Higgins  f^    '^ 
Director  of  Construction 


rt 

Enclosure 

cc:  Mr.  Curt  Oanforth 

Office  of  State  Planning 
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MASSACHUSETTS  BAY  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 


RESPONSE: 


The  MBTA  will  be  addeeL  to  the  list  of  "Agencies,  Officials,  and 
Groups  Contacted  About  This  Action"  (Section  IX)in  the  Final  EIS. 
However,  the  identification  herein  of  the  three  sites  under  final 
consideration  should  be  of  assistance  in  evalxiating  the  impact  of 
the  project  on  existing  MBTA  facilities.  MBTA  concerns  are 
discussed  in  Section  III,E.3  of  this  Environmental  Data. 
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Metropolitan     Area     Planning     Council 

44  School    Street  Boston,      Massachusetts     02108 

Cirla  B.  Johnston 

Ex»ctrtJv«  Director  (617)   523 -24S4 

June  30,  1978 

Ms.  Beverly  L.  James,  Director 
Operational  Planning  Staff 
General  Services  Adir.inistration,  Region  I 
John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 
Boston,  hfassachusetts  02109 

RE:   Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Construction  of 

New  Federal  Office  Building,  Boston  (MAPC  //ETR-78-12, 
Received  April  10,  1978) 

Dear  Ms.  James: 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  N.-itional  Environmental  Policy  Act 
the  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  as  metropolitan  clearinghouse,  has 
reviewed  the  above-referenced  enviromviental  impact  statement. 

Mr.  Philip  Zeigler  and  Ms.  Gail  P.  Rotegard  have  been  notified  and  requested 
to  make  review  comments  on  the  above  application.   Enclosed  is  the  response  of 
Mr.  Zeigler.   Ms.  Rotegard's  response  will  be  forwarded  vipon  receipt. 

There  appear  to  be  no  conflicts  with  the  Council's  regional  goals  and 
objectives . 

Very  tr<i]y  yours. 


Carla  B.  Johnston 
Executive  Director 


CBJckfp 

Enclosure 

cc:  Mr.  Philip  Zeigler,  BRA 

Ms.  Gail  Rotegard,  MAPC  Rep. 
Ms.  Evelyn  Murphy,  EOEA 
Mr.  Frank  Keefe,  OSP 


Ofrikart:  Gcofflt  B.  B«il«y  Elit*b*th  A.  BitntFiald  1^3  Robatt  B.  CK*t*  Hirry  A.  KtUaher 


li'^'^'TTl'f*  Metropolitan     Area     Planning     Council 

U  .44  School    Street  Boston,      Miissachuset  t  s     02  108 


C*rU  B.  Johnston 
Exccutlva  Director 


(Ctr)   5?3-?434 


jiiimQm£m:aui£vmiL]![::!;^]]iisL. 


'^^'      Mr.    Philip   Zeigler 

Boston   Redcvelofrer.t   Auth. 

DATu:      April   10.   1970 

T.n.fJ:      /T.l!{-7ft-]2 

Enclosed  is  a  ■Sescriptic-,  cf  th2  nroj'-ict  r.r>x-jre-.crl  b-low. 

The  Council  requests  that  you  consider  whether  thi;=i  report  adequately 
describes  this  project's  ir.oact  upon  your  cotrnunity  ami  cTJdresnes  significant 
envirorjnental  ben-jfits  and  poh-entiil  da:nages- 

ACTIVITY:    See  attoch.-cl 

K.O.E.A.^Ti; 

The  Council  has  cnly    15    C-l^^r.ca-    D--\yo    to  HI'.:  cc.-.i^.-v.tz  with  E.O.E.A. 
T'o  ne&t  this  deadline,   ycur  co.-r.ents  rust  be  rec-'iiv-d  .•^^-  th^  MAPC  by: 

\'A\'  10.  r-""^ 

j  V  j       Adequately  Describes   F.nvironnental   InpaC-.s    (Coi?.ir.ent  Bf;iow) 

j            fJerits   Further   Er.vironmsntnl   Study      (Hxplnin  Below) 

1     1        Need  ■•lor?   Ir.fcrr.p.tion      (Questions   Below) 
1 

IXPLANATORY  CCl^'-irXTS: 

•     SEE   ATTACH?.n   LHTTrR 

RESPONSE: 

The  letter  attached  was  a  copy  of  the  BRA's  comment  letter  of  May  30,   I978 
.    to  GSA.     This  letter  was  previously  responded  to  in  this  appendix. 

^            liOi 

jDOStonLancimarksS  Comniiss^on 


May  24,  1978 


Miss  Beverly  L.  James,  Director 
Operational  Planning  Staff 
General  Services  Administration,  Region  I 
John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 
Boston,  f^  02109 


Dear  Miss  James: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  a  new  Federal  Office  Building 
in  Boston,  the  repair  and  renovation  of  the  John  U.  McCormack 
Building  and  the  acquisition  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Building.  The 
Boston  Landmarks  Commission  has  reviewed  the  report  and  has  the 
following  comments  to  offer  at  this  time. 

First,  the  Commission  feels  that,  in  the  matter  of  the  new  Federal 
Office  Building,  the  report  is  somewhat  premature  in  that  no  altern- 
ative sites  for  such  a  facility  were  considered  in  the  draft  EIS. 
This  would  suggest  that  there  will  not  be  an  opportunity  to  cotmient 
on  site  alternatives  before  a  specific  recommendation  is  made. 
The  Landmarks  Commission  would  like  an  opportunity  to  conment 
on  site  alternatives  before  a  final  EIS  is  prepared  on  a  specific 
site. 

Second,  the  Landmarks  Commission  is  particularly  concerned  that 
the  requirements  of  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  of 
1976  are  fulfilled.  The  Commission  commends  the  General  Services 
Administration  for  requesting  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  to  identify  existing  buildings  in  the  area  which  are 
of  historic,  architectural  or  cultural  significance  and  which  would 
be  suitable  to  meet  the  space  requirements  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. We  have  seen  the  preliminary  report  of  the  Advisory  Council  and 
believe  that  it  represents  a  good  start  at  assessing  the  opportun- 
ities. The  Commission  would  be  pleased  to  work  with  G.S.A.  and 
the  Advisory  Council  in  exploring  further  these  or  other  opportun- 
ities for  including  rehabilitation  of  existing  buildins  in  G.S.A. 's 
plans  for  consolidating  Federal  office  space.  The  Commission  is 
particulary  concerned  that  the  process  for  complying  with  the 
Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  be  adhered  to  in  this  instance, 
in  view  of  its  potential  to  set  precedent  for  other  G.S.A. projects. 
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page  two 


It  is  the  Commission's  understanding  that  the  procedures  for  compliance 

have  only  recently  been  established  -  a  factor  contributing  to  the 

timing  of  the  completion  of  the  Advisory  Council's  report  on  this 
project. 

The  assessment  of  the  potential  impact  on  existing  office  space  in 
Boston  of  the  removal  of  Federal  offices  to  newly  created  facilities 
is  inadequate  in  the  view  of  this  commission.  The  report  fails  to 
3.   address  the  issue  of  the  loss  in  city  taxes  from  private  owners  now 

leasing  space  to  the  Federal  government,  and  is  cavalier  in  its  treat- 
ment of  the  "short  term  adverse  impact"  on  the  lessors  of  buildings 
to  be  vacated.  It  ignores  the  larger  question  of  the  impact  on 
Class  B  and  C  office  space  as  a  whole, of  the  loss  of  this  market. 
Even  without  alternative  sites,  the  draft  EIS  could  have  been  helpful 
in  addressing  this  particular  issue.  It  is  recommended  that  a  more 
detailed  investigation  be  made  of  this  issue  in  the  final  EIS. 

The  map  entitled  "Historic  Sites"  is  inaccurately  titled  and  incom- 
plete. We  believe  that  the  information  contained  on  the  map  actually 
represents  those  properties  now  listed  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  However,  G.S.A's  responsibilities  under  the  Public 
Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act,  the  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966 
i*»   and  Executive  Order  11593  are  not  limited  to  properties  listed  on 

the  National  Register.  The  map  included  in  the  report  does  not  begin 
to  include  the  numbers  of  properties  in  the  Downtown  area  of  Boston 
which  have  historic,  architectural  or  cultural  significance  and 
therefore  should  be  considered  both  in  exploring  opportunities  for 
rehabilitation  and  in  assessing  the  potential  impact  of  a  new 
facility.  (Please  note  map  previously  submitted  in  this  regard.) 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  report.  We 
reiterate  our  offer  to  work  closely  with  G.S.A.  on  this  project. 


Sincerely, 


Pauline  Chase  Harrell 
Chai  rwoman 


cc:  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
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BOSTON  LANIMARKS  COMMISSION 
(letter  dated  May  2k,   1978) 


RESPONSE: 


1.  See  Appendix  III 

2.  See  Section  III.B. 

3.  See  response  to  Correspondence  D. 

Vith  the  vacancy  rate  for  prime  space  being  practically  zero, 
space  in  the  older  office  buildings  in  Boston  is  being  much 
sou^t  after.  This  heretofore  secondary  office  market  has 
become  a  positive  market,  and  with  the  existing  and  expected 
future  scaxcity  of  new  office  space  and  resultant  rental 
escalations  for  that  which  is  available,  the  positive  market 
for  space  in  rehabilitated  older  buildings  is  expected  to  be 
a  continuing  trend  for  some  years  to  come.  Thus,  the 
Government's  vacation  of  leased  space  of  any  class  in  Boston 
should  have  no  adverse  impact  on  the  rental  market. 

U.     The  map  (See  Figure  8)  has  been  corrected.  GSA  is  avare  that 
its  responsibilities  under  the  cited  authorities  are  not 
limited  to  properties  listed  on  the  Nationa]  Register. 
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Federal 

A.  Departmont  of  Interior  -  Northeast  Region 

B.  Department  of  Labor  -  Fmployment  and  Training  Administration 

State 

C.  Massachusetts  Historical  Coinraission 

Local 

D.  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

E.  Society  of  Architectural  Historians  -  New  England  Chapter 

F.  Washin^on  and  Tremont  Street  Neif^hborhood  ABSociation 

G.  Boston  Preservation  Alliance 
H.  Boston  Landmarks  Commission 
I.  Conservation  Law  Foundation 

J.  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


ER-79/515 


Dear  Ms.  James: 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Northeast  Region 

15  State  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02109 


July  9,  1979 


This  responds  to  a  request  from  the  General  Services  Administration 
for  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  comments  on  additional 
environmental  data  for  the  construction  of  the  new  Federal  Office 
Building,  Boston,  Suffolk  County,  Massachusetts. 

The  additional  environmental  data  acknowledge  that  "there  is  a 
possibility  that  items  of  archeological  significance  may  be  found 
during  the  excavation  of  the  site"  and  that  work  will  cease  if  such 
items  are  discovered  (page  64) .   Although  satisfactory  archeological 
surveys  are  difficult  to  perform  in  intensely  developed  urban  areas, 
as  much  survey  work  as  possible  should  be  conducted  prior  to 
construction. 

When  the  construction  site  is  selected,  a  site-specific  assessment 
should  be  made  of  the  potential  impacts  related  to  geologic  and 
gound  water  conditions.   The  assessment  should  address  the  adequacy 
of  natural  foundations  to  support  the  proposed  structure  safely  and 
also  should  identify  the  possible  impacts  of  dewatering. 

The  report  adequately  considers  impacts  of  new  construction  on  fish, 
wildlife,  and  recreation. 

Sincerely  yours, 


William  Patterson 

Regional  Environmental  Officer 


Ms.  Beverly  L.  James 

Director,  Operational  Planning  Staff 

General  Services  Administration 

John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02109 
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UNITED  STATES  LEPAETMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 


KRSPOKSE: 


1,  Ag  noted  in  section  Til  '8.2  the  State  HiBtoric  Preservation 
Off"icer  has  dettiinir  ed  that  due  to  the  previously  disturbed 
nature  of  the  sites  the  possibility  of  encountering  artifacts 
of  archeological  significance  is  remote.  However,  once  a  site 
is  selected,  if  in  the  opinion  of  the  Massachusetts  Historical 
Commission  and  GSA  significant  archeological  remains  are 
possible  an  aichsological  aui'vey   will  be  conducted. 

2.  As  noted  in  section  III  F.l.b.  preliminary  geological  studies 
were  performed  during  the  site  selection  process.  As  suggested 
further  studies  will  be  conducted  of  the  selected  site  prior  to 
foundation  design. 
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U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Employment  &  Training  Administration 
John  Fitzgerald  Kennedy  Federal  Building 


,.^^.„  Boitor,  MosMchuj-.ln  02203  M 

Ref :      ITmF  ^^^^^  I 

JUN  1  5  1979  \  jg 


Miss  Ireverly  L.   Janies 

Director 

Cperational  and  PlaniiJng  Staff 

Gener.xL  Servicpo  A%iipi'"tration 

i^ion  I 

John  W.  McContiack  Post  Office  and  Courtliovso 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02109 

Dear  Rlss  Janies: 

A  review  lias  been  made  of  ttie  Draft  EnxdroiriiGaita]   Iirixict  Statanent,   and  of 
the  three  sites  uncJex  serious  consideration  for  tlic  T;roposed  new  Fodera]. 
Office  Building  in  Boston. 

This  office  can  ijidicate  no  preference  of  cne  site  over  the  othiers  inaamich 
as  their'  locations  are  equally  accessible  to  pililic:  trans};ortationf 
restaurant  facilities  and  the  retail  shoppijig  rtrt-a.     Ot.her  Federal  office 
buildings  are  rougMy  equidistant  to  the  tliree  Pioprjsed  sites. 

Tl"iarik  ycju  for  tlrie  opport^jjiity  to  revicv/  tlLis  sta+.am?nt. 

Sincerely, 


TiiTiCthy  M.   Barnicle 

Regional  T^drainistiatx/!: 

for  I'iTiployr.ient  cmd  'i'r;aining 
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COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUbliirS 
Office  of  the  Secretary  of  State 

1ASSACHUSE1TS  294  Washington  Street 

MS^TORir'AS  Boston,  Massachusetts 

niDIUniOML  02108  MICHAEL  JOSEPH  CONNOLLY 

COM  MISS  10  M  617-727-8470  Secretary  of  State 

July  2,   1979 

Mr,  L.  F.  Bretta,  Pogional  Adjninis^.rnL'^r  '■ 

General  Services  AiiiairlslTation,  Regiuii  1 
Jolm  W.  McComack  Post  Office  aiid  Courthouse 
Boston,  Massachusetts   02109 

RE:  Draft  BIS,  New  Federal  Office  Building,  Additional  Environmental 
Data 

Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

I  have  reviewed  the  Additional  Environmental  Data  addendum  to  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  three  sites  proposed  for  the  new 
Federal  Office  Building  in  Boston. 

As  you  are  aware,  our  concerns  are  for  potential  impact  on  significant 
historic  resources  and  to  encourage  the  re-use  of  sound  historic  prop- 
erties. 

I  believe  that  on  the  whole,  this  report  is  a  fair  and  comprehensive  re- 
view of  the  subject  sites.  I  do,  however,  ha\e  several  questions  and 
comments.  With  regards  to  Site  K,  itnlcss  the  exisiting  theatres  can  be 
incorporated  into  the  new  proposal  and/or  compatible  uses  can  he  provided 
for  and  encouraged,  this  site  will  be  in  conflict  with  the  Hieatre  District 
Plan.  Tliis  site  will  also  require  a  detailed  study  of  the  shadow  effect 
upon  the  Boston  Common  as  well  as  other  adjacent  National  Register  listed 
or  eligible  properties  such  as  the  Boston  YMCA. 

I  am  perplexed  by  the  discussion  of  potential  effect  to  the  Tremont  Street 
Bro\\'nstones  and  the  Masonic  Temple  Building  by  development  on  Site  K. 
If  development  would  isolate  these  structures  from  the  environment,  then 
this  should  be  viewed  as  a  factor  against  development  on  the  site  rather 
than  an  argument  against  their  retention  on  the  redeveloped  site. 

With  regards  to  potential  historic  resources,  I  believe  that  successful 
re-use  of  the  structures  at  either  Site  A  or  L  would  have  the  most  bene- 
ficial effects.  The  effect  of  development  on  Site  A  upon  the  Washing- 
ton Street  Theatre  District  however,  will  require  more  analysis.  Site  K, 
because  of  the  re-use  problems  outlined  in  your  text  and  because  of  poten- 
tial shadow  effects  upon  the  Common  and  adjacent  NR  properties,  appears 
to  have  the  greatest  potential  for  adverse  effect  to  historic  resources. 

DISTRIBUTION 
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cc:  IP,  IPB,  IPC,  IPC  1<^2 


2. 


Page  T\vo 
July  2,   1979 

Mr.  Bretta: 

I  would  recoiiunend  that  effects  to  historic  resources  be  weighed  heavily 
in  the  site  selection  piocess. 

If  I  can  be  of  further  help  please  feel  free  to  call. 

Sinc&i=ely, 


Patricia  L.  Weslowski 

State  Historic  Prcser\'ation  Officer 

Executive  Director 

Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 
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MASSACHU^E'iTS  MSTORIC^L  COMMISSION 


RESPONSE: 


1.  If  Site  K  were  selected  for  the  proposed  project,  the  possibility 
of  Incorporating  one  or  more  of  the  existing  theatres  would  be 
fully  investigated.   Shadow  effects  are  discussed  in  Section  III.F.7. 
Also  see  paragraph  2. a.  of  the  Stipulations  in  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  with  the  Advisory  Council  On  Historic  Preservation 
(Appendix  P) , 

2.  The  Additional  Environmental  Data  Addendiun  to  the  Draft  E.I.S,  did 
not  recommend  demolition  of  either  the  Masonic  Temple  or  the 
Brownstones.  What  Appendix  II  did  attempt  to  do  was  to  identify 
the  problems  of  retention  both  in  li^t  of  the  historic  resources 
of  the  site  and  proposed  construction  on  the  sites  being  considered. 
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!inQ  Cquncil  -AAScpooj S_t .  BoitorLMA  Q2108  .leie  .617/52 


July  6,  1979 


Ms.  Beverly  L.  Jane'.,  Director 
Operational  Planninf  Sttiff 
General  Services  Adiuinistration 
John  W.  McConr.ack  POCH 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02109 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  Construction 
of  a  New  Ferteral  Office  Buildinq,  Boston  (MAPC 
#EIR-?9-12,  Received  June  1,  1979) 

Dear  Ms,.  James: 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act,  the  Hetropol  iters  Area  Planning  Council,  as  areawide  clearing- 
house, has  reviewed  the  above  referenced  environmental  impact  report. 

The  draft  EIR  and  tiie  additional  environmental  data  appear  to  adequatel 
address  the  impacts  that  can  be  expected  to  result  from  the  proposed  projec( 
The  siting  of  a  new  federal  office  building  in  downtown  Boston,  with 
accessibility  to  existing  mass  transit  is  consistent  with  the  regional 
goals  and  objectives  of  MAPC  as  outlined  in  Policies  for  Land  Use  in 
Metropol i tan  Boston . 

Enclosed  please  find  the  comments  of  Ms.  Eugenie  Beal ,  Boston's  MAPC 
representative.  The  BRA  has  orally  communicated  with  us  regarding  the 
Draft  EIS.  Their  written  comments  will  be  forwarded  upon  receipt. 


Vem'-4;'ruly  yours, 


pohathan  G.  Truslow 
A.gting  Executive  Director 


JGT:lab 
Enclosure 


Ms.  Eugenie  Beal 

MAPC  Representative,  Boston 
Mr.  Phil ip  Zeigler 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
Mr.  Russell  J.  Burke 

MAPC  Staff 


President  Alan  Mc  Qennen,  Jr.     •     Vice  President  Elizabeth 
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Sect etary  David  W  Jackson     •     Treasurer  William  C 


e]VIROfiME:iTAL  REVIEW  REQUEST 


DATE: 
I.D.    # 


JiME  5.    7979 


^ETR-79-J2 


TO: 


M6.    Eaq^iviz  B^at 


COMMUNITY: 


BOS  VN 


Enclosed   is    a  description   of  the   project   referenced 
below. 

The   Council   requests    that   you  consider  whether   this 
report   adequately   describes    the   project's    impact  upon 
your  conununity  and   addresses    significant   environmental 
benefits   and   potential   damages. 


PROJECT  TITLE; 


UEW  FEVERAL  OFFICE  BUJLVWG 


THE  COUNCIL  HAS  ONLY  15  CALENDAR  DAYS  TO  FILE  COMMENTS  WITH 
E.O.E.A.     TO  flEET  THIS  DEADLIUE,   YOUR  COfiMENTS  MUST  BE 
RECEIVED  AT  THE  HAPC  BY  JULY  2.    ?979 


C=7 

EXPLANATORY   COMMENTS 


rn  ADEQUATELY  DESCRIBES   ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACTS 

MERITS    FURTHER  ENVIRONMENTAL    STUDY 
NEED  MORE    INFORMATION 


The  City  of  B-oston  opposes  sites  A  snd  K  because  of  detrirr.errtal  effects   on 
Boston  Conmon  end  because  of  congestion  v.tiich  vrauld  be  added  to  the  streets 
surro-onding  the  Auto  Restricted  Zone.. 


\7hichever  site  is  chosen,  the  iT.pact  of  a  285  car  garage  in  a  congested  area 

sho'ild  be  jrivestigated.      Spaces  for  employees  are  not  necessary  and  are  undesirable. 
SIGNATURE:^        *   ■»        f^^    j 

DATE:       •?-a/-7l 
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riin'ROPOLTTAN  AWA   PliAlMTNG  COUNCIL 
KESPONSE; 

1.  Shadows  see  section  III  F.7. 

2.  Traffic  see  section  III  K.l. 

Auto  Restricted  Zone  Koe  response  to  Correspondence 

3.  Parking  see  section  III  E.2. 
Employee  parking  will  not  be  provided. 


157 


icty  of  architectural  historians-new  england  chapter  I  F.:-.::.;Ta5 :  141  cambrickc  street  boston  mass  02114 


July   9,    1979 

Kr.  Lawrence  F.  Bretta 

■■Regional  Administrator 

r7eneral  Services  Administration,  Region  1 

John  W.  KcCormack  Post  Office  x^   Courthouse 

Boston,  Mass.  02109 

re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
Construction  of  New  Federal  Office 
Building,  Boston,  Suffolk  County, 
Massachusetts;   Statement  No.  EMA78002 
(March  31 »  1978)  and  Additional 
Environmental  Data  (May  31,  1979) 

Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

This  letter  v, 5  j.  1  serve  to  bupplement  my  verbal  comments  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Tmjiact  St:itement  (DEIS)  for  construction  of  a 
New  Federal  Office  Building  in  Boston  (GSA  Buildinc)  given  at  the 
public  hearing  held  in  Faneuil  Hall  on  June  26,  1979.   These 
comments  deal  basically  with  two  aspects  of  the  proposed  prolect: 
(A)  Jlustif ication  for  the  building  on  operational,  public  need, 
economic  and  energy  investment  grounds;  (E)  general  and  specific 
planning  issues  and  environmental  effects. 

Rarely  do  environmental  imnact  statements  serve  their  intended 
purpose,  namel^s  to  protect  the  environment.   More  often  than  not 
they  are  misleading,  biased  and  self-serving  documents  designed  to 
placate  the  public  and  push  dubious  projects  past  a  series  of 
winking  government  agencies.   The  DEIS  for  the  proposed  GSA  Building 
is  no  exception,  dealing  as  it  does  with  none  of  the  issues  in  depth 
and  failing  to  mention  a  number  of  the  most  fundamental  issues  at  all. 

(A)  Justification  for  the  project 

(1)  on  operational  and  riublic  need  grounds 

The  DEIS  m.akes  no  attempt  to  demonstrate  the  fundamental  need 
for  the  project.   It  simply  lists  as  "objectives":  the  consolidation 
of-  agencies,  minimizing  of  leased  space  and  improved  public 
convenience.   VHiile  31  separate  agencies  (occupying  from  1,205  to 
63.112  square  feet  of  space  and  employing  from  6  to  3^^  persons  each) 
are  listed  as  potential  tenants,  no  documentation  is  offered  that 
their  mutual  proximity  is  necessary  or  even  beneficial.   In  fact, 
a  review  of  the  list  suggest  the  opposite.   These  agencies  exhibit 
31  separate  and  mostly  divergent  functions  with  only  a  few  even 
remotely  related. 

piSTOIBlTTION  (from  IP  7/13/79) 
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No  evidence  Is  presented  to  augp.eat  that  public  convenience 
will  be  meanurably  enhanced  by  convsolidatlon.   Of  the  51  acjencles, 
11  are  already  at  the  same  address  (100  Suinmer  Street)  and  all  but 
4  are  presently  located  in  downtown  Boston.   Those  A,  like  the 
Secret  Service  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency,  are   hardly  the 
most  visited  and  scarcely  Justifj'  the  expendit.n'e  of  $75  million 
to  bring  them  downtown,   t^o  statistics  are  presented  as  to  the 
number  of  people  who  vlBit  moru   la.'  one  -.genjy  pt-r  trip. 

The  DEIS  makes  no  attempt  Lo  pi  ove  that  a  new  building  will 
either  improve  inter-agency  cooneration  or  intra-agency  efficiency. 
Such  evidence  is  fundamental  to  the  success  of  the  project.   In 
fact,  the  consolidatiot.  and  convenience  arguments  appear  specious 
since  GSA  will  still  maintain  5  other  major  facilities  in  addition 
to  the  new  building,  and  will  continue  to  lease  additional  space 
as  well. 

Four  alternatives,  from  no  action  to  a  new  building,  are 
mentioned  in  the  DEIS  but  only  the  latter  is  considered  in  any 
detail.   '"here  is  no  attempt  to  show  with  any  degree  of  depth  that 
"no  action"  (continuing  the  leased  space  arrangement)  is  not  a 
viable  or  preferred  alternative  to  a  $75  million  new  building. 

( 2 )  on  economic  grounds 

""he  DEIS  offers  no  rational  economic  Justification  for  the 
expenditure  of  $75  million  for  a  new  office  building,  particularly 
in  a  time  of  general  taxpayer  discontent.   No  statistics  are  offered 
comparing  the  cost  of  constructing'  and  operating  a  new  building 
with  the  cost  of  leased  snace.   CrSA  presently  leases  about  5^5»000 
souare  feet  of  soace  for  about  $A.A  million  per  year.   Occupants 
of  38^,200  square  feet  will  be  relocated  into  the  new  building 
leaving  about  178,800  square  feet  in  leased  space  paying  about 
$1.A  million  in  rent,   '-/hile  GSA  will  presumably  save  $3  million 
per  year,  the  DEIS  fails  to  even  hint  at  the  cost  of  operating  the 
new  building.   The  new  building  will  be  operated  under  contract, 
according  to  the  DEIS,  but  no  figures  are  projected  comparing  this 
to  in  house  GSA  operation. 

In  strictly  economic  terms,  GSA  would  appear  to  be  ahead  by 
investing  the  $75  million  and  continuing  the  leased  space 
arrangement  for  $4.4  million  per  year.   An  &fo   return  would  yield 
$6  million  per  year;  9%,    $6,675  million;  and  10^,  $7-5  million. 

A  new  GSA  Building  will  result  in  a  significant  real  estate  tax 
loss  to  the  city  of  Boston  in  two  ways:   directly,  by  removing 
substantial  properties  from  the  tax  rolls  and  keeping  them  off; 
Indirectly,  by  red\jclng  or  eliminating  the  estimated  $500,000  in 
real  estate  taxes  generated  from  the  currently  leased  space. 

Kayor  V/hite's  letter  attached  to  the  DEIs' stated:  "The  city 
cannot  cooperate  in  the  removal  of  any  further  property  from  the  tax 
r^lls. . .unless  and  until  a  prior  written  agreement  is  reached 
regarding  a  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes."   The  DEIS  contorts  itself 
into  a  position  that  the  city  will  actually  gain  taxes   by  having 
a  site  removed  from  the  rolls.   In  fact,  all  three  sites  being 
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considered  presently  deliver  substantial  taxes  to  the  city:   Site  A, 
$387,620;  Site  L,  ^381,854;  and  the  seemingly  preferred  Site  K, 
$609,666  per  year.   If  GSA  stays  away,  it  is  likely  that  all  three 
of  these  sites  will  soon  see  rehabj  litatj  on  and  nev/  construction 
from  the  private  sector  with  a  substantial  increase  in  taxes  as  a 
result.   With  58^  of  the  city  exerrnt,  Boston  simply  cannot  afford 
further  erosion  of  its  tax  base. 

The  DEIS  claims  that  the  release  of  GSA's  leased  space  will 
have  a  positive  impact  on  the  office  market.   Actually,  if  GSA 
continues  to  lease,  the  resulting  tight  office  market  will  stimulate 
nev;  private  construction  which  will  yield  the  same  economic  benefits 
as  the  GSA  Building  (construction  jo'^s,  '^tc.)  plus  extend  the  city's 
tax  base  as  well.   A  not  Inconsiderable  b. '-product  of  GSA' a 
continuing  to  lease  will  be  the  preservation  of  those  older 
buildings  by  keeping  them  econoTr.lcally  viable. 

( 3 )  on  enerp;y  investment  grounds 

Approximately  I/3  of  all  energy  consumed  in  tbe  U.S.  involves 
buildings,  either  as  embodied  (construction)  energy  (used  to  process 
and  put  materials  in  place),  demolition  energy,  or  operating  energy 
(light,  heat,  maintenance).   For  example,  8  bricks  embody  the  energy 
eo.uivalent  of  1  gallon  of  gasoline.   While  energy  is  probably  the 
number  one  concern  in  the  United  States  today,  the  subject  was 
scarcely  mentioned  in  the  DEIG,  with  the  only  references  being  a 
generalization  to  the  effect  that  "energy  conservation  measures  will 
be  included,"  and  proiected  energy  requirements  of  63,000,000  pounds 
of  steam  and  11,600,000  kilowatt  hours  of  electricity  per  year  for 
oneratlon.   No  hint  was  given  of  the  tremendous  energy  savings  of 
the  "no  action"  option. 

According  to  formulas  developed  by  Booz,  Allen  5-  Hamilton,  Inc. 
("Assessing  the  Energy  Conservation  Benefits  of  Historic  Preservation" 
January  1979)  the  embodied  energy  Investment  required  for  a 
960,380  ft2  new  GSA  Building  would  approximate  I.58  quadrillion  BTUs , 
or  the  equivalent  of  about  1.4  billion  gallons  of  gasoline.   This 
energy  is  non-recoverable. 

Looking  at  Site  K,  for  example,  the  embodied  energy  in  the  13 
existing  buildings  totals  about  664  trillion  BTUs.   Considering 
three  rehabilitation/demolition/construction  options  for  Site  K,  the 
approximate  energy  investments  would  be  as  follows:   (a)  total 
rehabilitation  (506,625  ft^)  plus  new  construction  (453,755  ft2), 
1.125  quadrillion  BTUs;  (b)  demolition  of  7  buildings  (176  Tremont, 
10  &■   28  Avery,  10  Haymarket,  597,  605,  617  Washington),  rehabilitation 
of  6  b\iilding3  (239,900  ft^)  plus  new  construction  (720,480  ft2), 
1  .-77  quadrillion  B"'Ub;  (c)  total  clearance  of  site,  all  new 
construction  (960,380  f t2) ,  2.26  quadrillion  BTUs,  or  the  equivalent 
of  about  2  billion  gallons  of  gasoline.   I'otals  include  embodied 
energy  in  existing  buildings,  rehabilitation  and  new  construction, 
plus  demolition  energy  and  lost  embodied  energy  in  demolished 
buildings. 
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No  attempt  was  made  in  the  DEIS  to  assess  the  impact  of  this 
massive  commitment  of  energy  to  a  pro^lect  without  an  established 
need,  nor  was  any  attempt  made  to  compare  operating  energy 
requirements  of  the  proposed  new  building  with  the  leased  space 

arrangement. 

(B)  General_and_specif ic  planning  issues  and  environmental  effects 

(1)  £  en  £i;'^l_plfi  lining  issues_ani  envl  ron^apntpl  effects 

Up  until  the  early  1930"?  bo^t^-i  hd  ]  .  -olved  as  a  city  comprised 
of  a  rich  variety  of  buildings  uni^iuely  human  in  scale.   Since  that 
time  a  number  of  oversized  buildings  have  appeared,  nearly  all  of 
them  incompatible  with  Boston's  basic  urban  character.   All  of  these 
large  scale  buildings  (those  of  greater  height  or  bulk  that  the 
Little  Building  or  the  Exchange  Building,  10  stories,  AOO.OOO  ft^) 
have  left  a  legacy  of  negative  impacts  on  the  Boston  environment 
and  it  is  unlikely  that  the  proposed  GSA  Building  will  be  an 
exception.   Tn  addition  to  massive  anomalous  scale,  these  impacts 
have  included  increased  density  and  congestion,  traffic,  v;ind, 
shadows,  energy-  waste,  pollution,  loss  of  historic  resources, 
destruction  of  vistas  and  streetscapes .   Vfitness  the  colossal  visual 
blight  of  Prudential  Center,  vfancock  tower's  A  million-square-foot 
shadow,  One  Beacon  'Street's  perm.anent  mini-tornado. 

Due  to  GSA's  rigid  and  arbitrary  requirement  for  nearly  1  million 
contiguous  square  feet  of  space,  implementation  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  becomes  extremely  problematic.   The 
basic  Incompatibility  of  what  GSA  claims  to  require  with  what  Boston 
has  to  offer  is  obvious.   25  or  30  stories  cheek-by- jowl  with 
A  stories  produces  a  Mutt  and  Jeff  effect,  farcical  in  terms  of 
urban  den^.gn  and  pathetic  from  a  preservation  standpoint.   These 
problems  are  not  addressed  in  depth  in  the  DEIS. 

For  the  Cooperative  Use  Act  to  work  effectively  in  this  case, 
GSA  would  have  to  fjnd  a  site  with  old  buildings  capable  of 
absorbing  about  2/5  of  the  req\ilred  space  in  order  to  keep  the  bulk 
of  new  construction  within  reason.   Otherwise,  the  most  feasible 
solution-  and  most  acceptable  from  an  urban  design  standpoint-  would 
be  all  new  construction  on  previously  considered  Site  H,  at  New 
Chardon  Street  in  Government  Center." 

( 2 )  isaufes  related  to  particular  sites 

(a)  Site  A.   The  one  advantage  of  Site  A  lies  in  the  relatively 
large  size  of  the  Washington-Essex  Building  whose  reuse  could  reduce 
the  bulk  of  new  construction  by  up  to  50^.   In  other  respects  it 
BiJffers  from  most  of  the  disadvantages  of  Site  K  (discussed  under 
Site  K)  such  as  incompatibility  of  scale  and  use  with  the  neighborhood. 

The  DEIS  notes  that  use  of  Site  A  "would  create  serious  non- 
coranllance  problems  for  the  City  in  its  agreement  with  the  Lafayette 
Place  developer."   if  this  is  the  case,  why  is  this  site  being 
considered  by  GSA? 
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(^)  Site  K.   All  13  buildings  on  this  site  are  Rlgnlficant  for 
architectural,  historical  and/or  environmental  reasons.   Their 
variety  and  grouoing  would  make  combined  reuse  difficult.   V/ith 
little  vacant  land  for  new  construction,  GSA  would  undoubtedly  feel 
comoelled  to  demolish  some  or  all  of  the  bxiildings  to  meet  its 
objectives.   'T'he  block  ia.an  important  part  of  the  TVieater  District 
containing  Boston's  two  oldest  theaters,  the  State  (originally 
Park,  1879)  and  the  Astor  (originally  'T'remont,  1889),  and  linking 
the  Savoy  block  with  the  rest  of  the  disbrict.   A  massive  new 
build?  nf  would  divide  the  di'-trl  -t    and  bf-  corinletely  out  of  scale 

with  It. 

A  million-square-f oot  building  would  severely  impact  the  Boston 
Common  visually  and  in  terms  of  wind  and  shadows.  V/itness  "Tremont 
on  the  Common." 

The  impact  of  the  pro.lect  on  a  number  of  adjacent  National 
Register  properties  and  Boston  City  Landmarks  would  be  negative. 
These  include  the  Washington  Street  Theaters  Historic  District, 
Boston  Common,  the  T'remont  Street  Subway  (a  Registered  National 
Historic  Landmark),  the  Boylston  Building,  the  YMC  Union,  the  Hayden 
Building  and  Jacob  V.'irth' s  Restaurant.   In  addition  a  number  of 
the  buildings  on  the  site  fall  within  the  contemplated  Piano  Row 
Historic  District. 

The  GSA  Building  is  inconsistent  with  the  city  of  Boston's  plan 
for  revitalization  of  the  '^heater  District,  founded  on  rehabilitation 
of  existing  structures  and  new  construction  in  scale  with  the  old. 
Government' off ices  are  incompatible  with  theatrical  and  related  uses. 
They  are  also  contrary  to  the  BRA  plan  for  increase  in  residential 
uses  in  the  district. 

The  block  has  a  potential  high  tax  yield  for  the  city  which 
would  be  lost  if  this  site  is  selected  by  GSA. 

Coupled  with  other  nlanned  new  construction  on  the  fringes  of 
the  Theater  District,  the  GSA  Building  would  serve  to  drive  up  land 
values  thus  encouraging  additional  large  scale  new  construction  at 
the  expense  of  the  area's  theaters  and  historic  smaller  buildings. 

'"he  DEIS  falsely  stated  that  Site  K  is  favored  by  the  Chinese 
Community . 

(c)  Site  L.   '^he  DEIS  states:  "The  use  of  site  L... would  be  in 
direct  conflict  with  the  City's  plane  for  Lafayette  Place,  according 
to  the  BRA  Director  of  Downtown  Development."   If  so,  why  is  Site  L 
being  considered  by  GSA? 

(d)  Site  H.   '^he  New  chardon  Street  site,  adjacent  to  the  Hurley 
Building,  is  the  only  available  location  where  a  large  scale  federal 
office  building  will" be  compatible  in  terms  of  land  use  and  urban 
design.   A  new  building  would  eliminate  an  ugly  vacant  lot  and 
complete  a  ragged  and  unfinished  state  office  building.   The  location, 
oTie   block  from  the  JFK  Building  in  Government  Center,  is  ideal,  if 
public  convenience  and  agency  proximity  are  really  a  prime  concern. 
The  land  is  publicly  owned,  readily  available  and  should  prove 
relatively  free  of  construction  difficulties.   Relocation  problems 
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should  be  minimal  with  only  one  business,  Langone's  Funeral  Home, 
on  a  small  corner  of  the  site.   The  city  of  Boston  would  not  see 
valuable  property  removed  from  the  tax  rolls  and  there  would  be  no 
loss  of  historic  resources.   Site  H  is  located  in  an  area  now 
dominated  by  large  scale  new  construction  where  a  new  federal  office 
building  would  not  be  anomalous. 

Government  buildings  belong  in  G-overnnent  Center  and  not  In 
the  Theater  District  or  on  Boston  Coiiracn. 


The  DSIS  has  failed  to  demonstrate  that  a  new  GSA  Building 
would  positively  impact  any  of  the  three  proposed  sites  (A,  K,  L) 
and  hac ,  in  fact,  failed  to  justify  the  need  or  public  benefits 
of  such  a  building  in  B^stcn. 

Finally,  the  overall  .',ecis:  on-m:)- Irg  pi-ocess  r.ust  be  open  to 
public  scrutiny,  with  answers  provided  to  the  following  questions: 
Which  person  or  persons  will  make  the  final  decision  for  or  against 
the  proposed  GSA  Building  and/or  for  or  against  a  particular  site? 
Ulll  the  decision  be  based  strictly  on  the  technical  and 
environmental  merits  of  the  project  or  v/ill  the  decision  be 
politically  based?   To  what  extent  will  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  directly  or  indirectly  participate  in  the  decision? 

All  of  the  l3sues  herein  discussed  must  be  dealt  with 
forthrightly  and  in  depth  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  proposed  New  Federal  Office  Building  in  Boston. 


islie  Larson 

Chairman,  Preservation  Com.mlttee 


I 


16^, 


SOCIETY  OF  ABCHJTKCTUEAL  HISTORIANS 


RESPONSE; 

(a)  Justific-ition  for  the  j^rcjejt 

Tiie    fundi>ij]ental  nped  for  the  projei-t  is  rti'.^cusFed  in  the   R&port 
of  Euilaing  Project  Survey  (Appendix  H  )  which  was  appi^oved  by 
the  U.  S.  House  of  Representa"tiveE  Coniinittee  on  Public  Vorks  and 
Transportation  on  May  10,  1978  and  the  U.  S.  Senate  Comn:iittee  on 
Environment  and  Public  Vorks  on  June  12,  1978.  With  the  exception 
of  the  altemai  j-vec  of  acqulcition  of  historically,  architecturally 
or  culturally  significant  binldin^  which  could  not  be  fully 
explored  at  the  time  in  the  absence  of  the  finding  of  the  Advisors' 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  a  thoroug^i  evaluation  of  the 
alternative  solutions  to  Federal  agency  housing  in  Boston  was  made 
during  the  planning  phase  of  the  project  proposal  prior  to  and 
during  the  development  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
A  cost  analysis  of  new  construction  versus  leasing  which  takes 
into  account  operating  costs  and  real  estate  taxes  was  p^rt  of 
said  evaluation  and  is  included  in  Appendix  H. 

Due  to  the  current  tight  office  space  market  in  Boston,  with 
demand  far  outweighing  supply  and  little  new  space  coming  on 
the  market  (See  Section  IIT.OJi.a.  -^nd  Appendix  j) ,  space  to 
be  vacated  by  the  Goveinmeiit  will  be  absorbed  quickly,  thus 
minimizing  impact  on  the  office  space  market.  Also,  with  the 
trend  of  constantly  exp3nding  space  needs  of  the  Federal  Government, 
there  undoubtedly  will  be  a  need  for  more  leased  spqce  after 
construction  of  the  new  Federal  Building  than  can  presently  be 
accurately  estimated. 

Mayor  White's  letter  related  specifically  to  the  Government's 
proposed  acquisition  of  the  former  Federal  Reserve  Building.   Since 
that  time*  the  City  has  suggested  several  potential  sites  for  the 
proposed  Federal  Building,  the  use  of  any  one  of  which  would 
remove  property  from  the  City's  tajc  rolls. 

The  statement  as  to  the  imminent  development  and  rehabilitation 
of  all  three  sites  is  speculative,  and  not  borne  out  by  any  factual 
data  in  the  commenting  letter  or  in  our  research  into  proposed 
redevelopment  plans  in  the  areas  concerned. 

With  regard  to  GSA's  release  of  leased  space,  according  to  our 
realtor  sources  the  "seller's  market"  status  of  the  real  estate 
market  will  continue  for  an  indefinate  period  with  little  new 
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construction  starts  on  the  horizon  and  a  near  zero  vacancy  rate 
already  a  reality.  Therefore,  we  reiterate  that  GHA's  release  of 
leased  space,  which  is  already  anticipated  to  be  less  than  that 
contemplated  when  the  new  Federal  Building  project  v/as  authorized, 
will  have  a  positive  effect  on  the  market,  and  that  the  stimulus 
for  new  office  building  -construction  will  exist  with  or  without 
the  Coverr.r.^nt '  B  n^lt-if^e   i,f  leased  nccupcaicies. 

A  Preliminary  Energy  Analysis  has  been  performed  and  a  preliminary 
energy  performance  design  goal  of  31»000  BTU's  per  square  foot  per 
year  has  been  established.   See  Section  II. 

(b)  General  and  S]  jcific  plajniin^;  issues  aiid  environmental  effects 

The  construction  of  any  sizeable  office  building  in  the  downtown 
of  a  major  urban  area  such  as  Boston  cannot  help  but  have  an 
impact  on  its  environs  and  the  community  as  a  whole.  However, 
these  impacts  can  be  beneficial  as  well  as  adverse.  In  proposing 
the  construction  of  a  new  Federal  Building  in  Boston,  it  is  the 
intent  of  GSA  that  it  will  result  in  expanded  socio  economic 
benefits  to  the  comraunit>  a.nd  will  be  compatible  with  and  enliance 
its  environs,  and  that  the  commercial,  cultural,  recreational  or 
educational  activities  which  will  be  encouraged  to  outlease  space 
in  the  building  will  conplement  or  supplement  ongoing  development 
or  revitalizstion  in  the  area  in  which  the  project  is  ultimately 
located. 

While  we  do  not  deny  that  the  proposed  Federal  Building  project 
will  take  on  greater  height  than  the  Little  Building  or  the 
Exchange  Building,  10  stories,  it  would  truly  be  a  comparison 
of  Mutt  and  Jeff  proportions  to  categorize  the  proposed  Federal 
Building  with  such  structures  as  Prudential  Center,  Hancock  Tower 
or  One  Beacon  Street,  which  contain  52,  60  and  I4O  floors, 
respectively.  As  stated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  the  Additional  Environmental  Iteita,  the  Federal 
structure  is  not  proposed  to  exceed  22  stories,  with  the  actual 
hei^t  to  be  determined  at  the  design  phase  and  based  on  the 
site  selected. 

The  proposed  occupiable  area  in  the  new  Federal  Building  was  by 
no  means  an  arbitrary  figure  but  rather  was  determined  as  a  result 
of  a  comprehensive  planning  study  of  the  Federal  space  situation 
in  Boston,  and  at  the  time  the  study  was  made  the  occupiable'  area 
proposed  was  sufficient  to  provide  housing  for  all  applicable 
Federal  activity  in  leased  space  in  Boston.  However,  between  the 
time  the  prospectus  for  the  project  was  prepared  and  submitted  to 
the  Office  of  Management  and  Biadget  and  Congress  and  the  time 
that  the  prospectus  was  approved  and  the  project  authorized,  several 
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unfore<^een  developments  cocurred,  nimely,  the  announcement  of 
the  President's  urban  pol'c^  vhirh  required  that  ve  relocate 
agencies  into  Boston  fx-'om  o'^tpoii.g  areas,  and  the  creation  of 
new  Federal  progT.'c)jns  .rnd  aguji- ies  requiring  the  estahl  3  sKment 
of  new  Federal  offices  in  Boston  and  the  expansion  of  m^my 
others.  Thus,  although  the  proposed  project  could  no  longer 
provide  for  the  space  needs  of  all  of  the  Federal  agencies 
in  or  proposed  to  "be  soon  relocated  to  leased  space  in  Boston, 
GSA  was  committed  to  the  project  as  it  was  approved  and  authorized. 

All  of  the  fin.'l  sites  under  considerat-'on  have  certain  dis- 
advsmtages  as  well  as  advantages  to  be  weighed  in  making  the 
ultimate  site  selection  for  the  proposed  project.  With  regard 
to  the  specific  issues  raised  relative  to  the  effects  on 
Lafayette  Place  which  selection  of  Site  A  or  L  would  have, 
experience  has  shown  that  with  a  project  such  as  Lafayette  Place 
which  has  been  in  such  an  indefinite  on  aJid  off  status  for  so 
long,  what  appears  to  be  the  situation  one  day  may  very  well 
change  by  the  next.  Therefore,  the  information  received  from 
the  then  Director  of  Downtovx  Development  for  the  BPA  was  not 
considerpd  sufficient  justi rication  in  itself  for  tlimlnation  of 
either  site  from  further  conpideration.  Also,  please  refer  to 
par-igraph  D  on  page  I.   ■■T   thf  Boetor'  Redevelopment  Authority's 
commenting  letter  dated  26  June  1979  which  is  included  herein 
as  XIII. I. 

See  Wind  and  Shadows  in  Section  III.E.6&7  of  the  Additional 
Environmnetal  Data. 

See  Nemorandum  of  Agreement  with  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  (Appendix  o). 

See  Community  Land  Use  and  Plans  in  Section  III. A. 3. 

The  proposed  Federal  Building  will  be  an  economic  stimulus 
and  will  serve  to  encourage  further  development  and  rehabilitation 
wherever  it  is  constructed.  This  will  result  in  potential 
favorable  land  use  changes  and  improvements  to  existing  properties 
which  will  increase  land  values  and  tax:  yield  to  the  City  and 
thus  more  than  compensate  for  the  loss  from  the  tax  rolls  of 
whatever  site  is  selected  for  the  project. 

At  a  meeting  with  representatives  of  GSA  on  February  I6,  1979 » 
representatives  of  the  Chinese  commiinity  indicated  their 
favorable  reaction  to  Site  K  as  a  potential  site  for  a  Federal 
Building  as  stated  in  Section  Ill.C.l.b  of  the  Additional 
Environmental  Data.  It  was  naturally  assumed  they  spoke  on 
behalf  of  the  commiinity. 
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See  Section  III.A.l.  Dcline  ,ted  Area  and  Site  Selection  Process. 
A  detailed  evaluation  was  made  applying  the  site  selection 
criteria  to  the  fifteen  sites  which  had  been  identified  to  GSA 
for  consideration,  resulting  in  Site  H  being  included  among 
those  which  were  eliminated  from  further  consideration. 

The  Regional  Administrator,  GSA  Region  1,  will  be  solely- 
responsible  for  making  the  final  site  selection  for  the  proposed 
new  Federal  Building  in  Boston  after  appropriate  consideration 
of  all  pertinent  environmental,  economic  and  technical  considerations. 
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Mr,  Lawrence  Bretta 

Regional  Director 

Government  Services  Administration 

Room  640 

The  John  W.  McCormack  Building 

Boston,  Massachusetts 


July  9,  1979. 


Dear  Mr.  Bretta, 

I  am  forwarding  a  copy  of  our  "Environmental  and  Economic  Impact 
Statement  on  the  Construction  of  a  New  Federal  Office  Building" 
for  entry  into  the  public  record. 

As  can  be  noted,  this  association  is  in  favor  of  "SITE  A". 

Your  consideration  of  the  views  expressed  herein  would  in  our 
iudgement  contribute  greatly  to  the  overall  revitalization  of 
dowiitown  Boston, 

I  would  like  to  extend  an  invitation  to  our  next  meeting  which 
is  scheduled  for  July  19th  at  6:00  p.m.  at  the  New  Adams  House 
Restaurant,  533  Washington  Street, 

We  hope  to  hear  from  you  soon. 

William  H,  PicaM 
President 

Washington  &  Tremont 
Str,  Neighborhood 
Association      ... 


DIS-R  IBirnON  (from  IP  1IUI19) 
Original  -  IPG 
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The  Modern  Theatre  Inc. 
523  Washington  Street 
Boston,  Mass.  02111 


WILLIAM  R.  (Bill)  PICARD 

Director  of  Developmeni 

and  Planning 
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A   STATEMENT  ON: 


THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  ANTi  ECONOKIC 
IMPACT  OP  LOCATING  THE  NEW 
FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDING  ON 
WASHINGTON  STREET  IN  BOSTON... 


I 


SUBMITTED  TO: 

KH.  LAWHENGE  BRETTA 

REGIONAL  DIRECTOR 

GOVERNMENT  SERVICES  ADMIN ISTRATIOi; 


INTRODUCTION  : 

THE  WASHINGTON  &  TKEMONT  STREET  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATION  IS  A 

GROUP  OF  RESIDENTS,  BUSINESS  PERSONS  AND  PROPERTY  OWNERS  LIVING 

AND  DOING  BUSINESS  IN  THE  THREE-BLOCK  AREA  BETWEEN  WASHINGTON  AND 

TREMONT  STREETS,  BORDERED  ON  THE  NORTH  BY  TEKPLE  PLACE  AND  ON  THE 

SOUTH  BY  BOYLSIXJN  STREET. 

The  organization's  goals  are: 

-  To  develop  better  communication  in  the  neifehborhood. 

-  To  improve  public  safety  in  the  neighborhood. 

-  To  improve  the  environmental  quality  of  the  neighborhood, 

-  To  improve  the  public  image  of  the  neighborhood, 

-  To  promote  the  residential,  business  and  cultural 
development  of  the  neighborhood, 

-  To  successfully  integrate  a  neighborhood  critical  to  the 
revitalization  of  downtovm  Boston, 

The  following  statement  is  a  result  of  four  puolic  meetings  held 
to  discuss  the  impact  of  ongoing  and  planned  developments  in  the 
area.    It  reflects  the  consensual  opinion  of  those  people  Kho  have 
experienced  the  decline  of  the  area  and  who  are  working  together  to 
revitalize  the  area. 

We  seek  to  work  together  with  public  and  private  developments  in 
the  neighborhood. 
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JAMES  C-OKIiMJ' 


AD^'iTRiJXN  J  CO. 
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INC.~ 
^CR^AXAfcJ,  IKC.  - 
hTEWADALCS 

HOUSE-' 

OF  Ba5TOU"~ 

CO.~ 
PIQi  AK!TS^;SHDE5  ~ 


f'r  ,    I  ,-.vvrence    Ere  eta 

Ket;ionai  Director 

Govern::;ont    Services   AdrniniHtration 

Room  6'+0 

Jolin  W.  KoCordMck  Building 

Boston,  Kassachusetts 


nvASiiiTNi'jroN  & 


The  Washington  &  Tremont  Str.  Neighborhood  AsBOclation  wishes 
to  go  on  public  record  in  favor  of  Si_t_e"A"  for  the  proposed 
"new  Federal  Office  Building"  as  outlined  in  G.S.A.  Qocureents 
currently  being  used  for  planning,  design  and  conEtructlon, 

Site'A"  Kas  selected  unanir/.ously  foi'  the  followinE' 
environmental  and  economic  reasons: 

-  Preservation  of  two  theatres  and  one  hotel  alont;:  with 
currently  established  t^-xable  businesses  wil]  greatly 
inpa-t  the  fature  envirorjiiental,  economic  and  cultural 
well-beine  of  our  neigJibcrhcod.   Given  the  fact  tJiat  two 
resic, ential  developments  will  soon  be  located  in  the 
ir.r'ediete  area,  the  in';reasing  cultural  vitality  ajid 
influ::  of  visitors  to  Boston  would  help  create  a  safer 
neirhi;-orho,-?d. 

-  The  introduction  of  a  new  Federal  Office  Bulldinr  in 
close  proximity  to  the  proposed  Lafayette  Place  (  Hotel 
and  retail  )  Project  would  balance  the  overall  concept 
of  a  renewed  central  business  district. 

-  Selection  of  Site"A"  would  provide  for  the  least 
interruption  of  ongoing  businesses  with  considerably 
less  relocation  requirements. 

-  Site  "A"  would  allow  for  the  construction  of  a  needed 
Federal  office  building  witJiout  detracting  from  the 
existing  profile  of  the  structures  surrouniing  the 
Boston  Comraon. 

-  New  development  in  our  neighborhood  would  greatly 
encoui  age  better  utilisation  of  currently  vacar.t  office, 
retail  ajiu  potential  residential  space  in  the  abutting 
area. 

The  membership  of  our  association  is  aware  that  statements 
were  being  sought  orJ.y  with  regard  to  the  environmental 
imp=ict  of^such  a  development,  but  found  it  imi^jssible  to 
consider  only  environmental  issues  without  considering  tne 
economic  impact. 

In  summary,  it  should  be  noted  that  further  dialogue  between 
the  G.SoA.  and  our  neighborhood  is  critical. 
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Boston 

an  association  of  preservation  organizations 
Room  944  City  Hall,  Boston,  MA  02201 

July  10,    1979 

Ms.  Beverly  L.  James 

Director  of  Operational  Planning 

General  Services  Administration 

John  VJ.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 

Post  Office  Square 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02109 

Dear  Ms.  James : 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  "Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement, ' Construction  of  New  Federal  Office  Building,  etc.". 
Statement  No.  EMA7S002,  dated  March  31,  1978,  and  the  "Additional 
Environmental  Data,  Construction  of  New  Federal  Office  Building," 
dated  May  31,  1979.   These  comments  are  intended  to  supplement  those 
given  by  me  at  the  public  hearing  held  June  28,  1979. 

The  Alliance  has  been  pleased  to  assist  GSA  in  its  site  selection  process 
so  far,  and  we  trust  that  we  can  continue  a  good  working  relationship 
throughout  the  selection  and  design  process.   We  are  happy  for  the 
opportunity  to  comm.ent  on  the  statement,  and  also  on  the  historic  sites 
report  by  the  conservator  (as  yet  not  seen  by  us)  as  cited  on  page  20 
of  the  Additional  Data.   However,  we  trust  that  there  will  be  no  retreat 
in  the  GSA's  willingness  to  work  with  interested  community  groups. 
Unquestionably  an  open  process  for  both  site  selection  and  design  are 
essential  in  such  a  major  project.   Indeed,  in  a  recent  federal  building 
project  in  Savannah,  Georgia,  the  GSA  included  Historic  Savannah,  Inc., 
with  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  as  signatory  in  the  memorandum  of  agreement.   We  have 
worked  in  close  cooperation  with  the  Advisory  Council,  but  by  both  preceder 
and  track  record  the  Alliance  is  entitled  to  a  place  of  its  own  in  the 
process  up  to  and  through  the  design  phase. 

We  would  also  like  to  point  out  once  again  the  need  for  GSA  to  follow  the 
legal  and  administrative  requirements  of  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative 
Use  Act  throughout  the  process.   Concerning  one  of  the  requirements, 
adaptive  reuse  of  historic  properties  unless  shown  infeasible,  the 
Additional  Data  report  does  not  state  any  clear  commitment  on  the  part  of 
GSA  to  meet  that  legal  requirement.   Only  on  page  62,  in  a  discussion  of 
Site  L  (Church  Green)  is  this  goal  cited.   But  serious  consideration  of 
and  a  commitment  to  adaptive  reuse  is  mandatory  on  any  site  chosen.   The 
final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  must  address  the  whole  issue  of  reuse 
in  detail,  including  the  criteria  used  to  determine  reusability  and  hov7 
each  site  meets  these  criteria.   Unless  such  a  serious  study  is  completed, 

Architectural  Conservation  Trust  (ACT)  <or  Massachusetts  •  Architectural  Heritage  Foundation  •  Back  Bay  Architectural  Commission  •  Beacon  Hill  Archilectura 
Commission  •  Boston  landmarks  Commission  •  Boston  Society  ol  Architects.  Historic  Resources  Committee  •  Boston  350.  Inc.  •  The  Bostonian  Society  •  Brighton  Historica 
Society  Charlestown  Preservation  Society  •  City  Conservation  League-  Dorchester  Historical  Society  East  Boston  Historical  Society  Historic  Neighborhoooi 
Foundation  •  Hyde  Parti  Hislonca^  Society  •  Massachusefls  Historical  Commission  •  New  England  Field  Service  OHice  ot  the  National  Trust  (or  Historic  Preservation  •  RonDury 
Hislonca'  Soc«ty  Society  of  Architectural  Historians  ■  Society  tor  the  Preserv  Ne/.  England  Antiquities-  South  Boston  Historical  Society  -  South  End  Historical 

Society  •  Victorian  Society  in  America.  New  England  Chapter  •  West  Roxbury  Histo.     -l-ftJty 
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the  Alliance  feels  that  GSA  cannot  justify  a  finding  of  infeasibility  for 
adaptive  reuse  that  would  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Cooperative  Use    m 
Act.  ^ 

Another  requirement  of  the  Act,  that  of  outlease  space  in  the  building,  maj 
also  require  some  rethinking  by  GSA.   The  amount  of  area  committed  to 
outlease,  22,000  square  feet,  is  but  3.5  percent  of  the  floor  area  of  the 
project;  it  is  such  a  small  component  that  it  may  be  swallowed  up  in  the 
rest  of  the  building.   The  Act  permits  up  to  10  percent  of  the  space  for 
outlease,  and  in  order  to  reach  the  critical  mass  to  make  the  outleased 
space  more  attractive  the  proportion  in  this  project  ought  to  be  closer 
to  the  legal  maximum.   By  contrast,  the  State  Transportation  Building  in 
Park  Plaza  has  committed  a  full  10  percent  to  outlease  in  the  state- 
funded  project. 

We  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  the  boundaries  of  Site  L  now  under 
consideration  are  somewhat  larger  than  those  first  proposed,  and  that 
the  Alliance  believes  the  original  boundaries  to  enclose  sufficient 
area  for  the  project  without  taking  either  the  Bedford  Building  or  the 
Lincoln  Street  Garage.   We  also  call  your  attention  to  the  disavowal  by 
Robert  J.  Ryan;  director  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  of 
statements  concerning  effects  of  selection  of  Site  L  on  the  Lafayette 
Place  project.   It  would  additionally  be  an  unequal  application  of 
criteria  for  GSA  to  discard  Site  L  because  of  zoning  restrictions  on 
a  site  not  including  the  Bedford  Building  or  garage,  and  then  proceed 
to  break  zoning  restrictions,  such  as  height  limitations,  on  one  of  the 
other  sites.  I 

The  members  of  the  Alliance  look  forward  to  the  opportunity  to  review  the 
historic  sites  report,  and  to  continuing  participation  in  the  site 
selection  and  design  process. 

Sincerely, 

.ulM — 


Roger  S.  Webb 

Chairman 

Federal  Office  Building  Committee 

CO:   Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 
Boston  Landmarks  Commission 
Park  Plaza  Civic  Advisory  Committee 
Friends  of  the  Public  Garden 
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BOSTON  PHRSERVA'l'IOW  ALLIANCE 


R>;SPONSE: 


1  -  The  BPA  ie  only  one  of  iruiny  groups  which  are  interested  in  the 

Bcicton  projects  and  ve  see  no  reason  why  the  BPA  should  be  [<iven 
any  more  official  I'ecogTiition  than  any  of  the  others.  GSA  has 
den-ionBtT-aied  its  desire  to  cooperate  with  and  involve  the  public 
in  the  project  by  virtue  of  t}ie  nu-'rierous  meetings  it  has  had 
with  the  BPA  and  other  groups  and  individuals  for  the  purpose  of 
keeping  them  abreast  of  dovelopvuents  and  soliciting  any  input 
they  cared  to  rial'Ct,  and  it  Is  our  intention  that  this  rapport 
continue.   In  arsy  3vcnt,  the  BPA  will  have  the  opportunity  to 
participate  unofficially  througri  the  Co\uicil  and  the  Massachusetts 
State  Historic  Fi-eservation  Officer. 

2  -  See  Section  III.B.l. 

3  -  The  Act  does  not  prescribe  the  amount  of  space  to  be  made  available 

for  outlease  in  public  buildings.   The  GSA  Interim  G^'oidelines  for 
the  Implementation  of  the  Act  prescibes  a  mayinum  of  ICPi   of  the  total 
gross  area  of  the  building  for  multi-use  space.  Eowever,  when  the 
project  reaches  the  design  stage,  the  possibility  of  increasing  the 
proposed  multi-use  space  will  be  investigated. 

U  -  The  boundaries  of  Site  L  as  presently  under  consideration  include 
the  Bedford  Building  but  not  the  Lincoln  Street  garage  to  the 
rear  of  the  Bedford  Building. 

The  letter  from  Mr.  Robert  J.  Ryan,  Director  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  which  contains  the  statements  to  which  this  letter  refers 
is  included  herein. 

Ve  are  uncertain  to  what  the  last  sentence  of  this  paragraph  refers. 
Site  L  is  still  among  three  sites  under  consideration  for  the 
project,  and  it  is  proposed,  as  is  GSA's  policy,  to  conform  with 
local  zoning  ordinances  as  closely  as  possible  in  the  construction 
of  the  proposed  building  on  whichever  site  is  ultimately  selected. 
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Boston 

I. and  marks 

Commission 

C'itv  Hall,  Boston 
Makicluiseits  02201 
(617)71:2-4300 


Cityof  B(«ton 

Kevin  H.  White,  Mnyor 

Mwhns 

PauliMt  Chase  Harrell, 

Clidird'umnn 

L  iiwrence  A.  Bianchi 

l.ihbv  Blank 

Thomas  J.  Hynes.Jr. 

I.iiix  Oveibea 

Mnrtlia  L.  Rothman 

Ht-nrv  A.  Wood 

AlUTiinU-s 
\'irgiiiia  Aldrich 
RoHias  A.  Brickus 
Jchn  F.  Qxjke 
Susan  S.  Davis 
Joan  E.  C.oody 
Ro)<er  P.  Lang 
Margaret  Supplec  Smith 
Carl  A.  Zellner 

Nfarcia  Myers, 

Executive  Dmxtor  • 


Ms.    Beverly  James,    Director 
Operational    Planning 
General   Services   Administration 
McCormacI'    Post  Office/Courthouse 
Boston,   MA     02109 

Dear  Ms     James: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  "Draft 
Environmental    Impact  Statement,    Construction  of  New   Federal 
Office  Building,   etc.",   Statement  #EMA78002,   dated  March  31, 
1978,   and  the  "Additional   Environmental   Data,    Construction 
of  New   Federal  Office  Building",   dated  May  31,    1979.      These 
written  comments  are  intended  to  supplement  the  comments 
made  by   Roger  P.    Lang,    vice  chairman  of  this  Commission,   at 
the  public  hearing  June  26,    1979. 

The   Landmarks  Commission  provided  comments  on  the  first 
section  of  this  statement  on  May  24,    1978;   these  comments 
were  not  incorporated   into  the  comments   section  of  the 
report.      A  copy  of  those  comments  are  attached,    and  we 
request  that  they  be  addressed   in  the  final   statement. 

It  is  the  view  of  the  Commission  that  the  two  documents 
together  form  an  incomplete  impact  statement,   with   a  number 
of  serious  omissions  and   inadequacies.      To  begin  with,    I 
would   like  to  stress  certain  issues  which  this  Commission 
feels  are  most  important. 

Key  among  these  is  the  timing  of  the  site  selection  with 
respect  to  the  completion  of  additional   information.      For 
GSA  to  comply  with  the  law,   selection   should  not  proceed 
prior  to: 

(1)     the  determination  of  eligibility  for  the  National 

Register  of  Historic   Places  of  properties  within  each 
of  the  three  sites; 


(2)     detailed  analysis  of  the  feasibility  of  reusing   properties 
of  architectural  or  historical   merit  within  the  three 
sites,   whether  or  not  eligible  for  the  National   Register; 
and 
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(3)     the  impact  of  the  new  construction  component  of  the 
federal  office  building  on  the  resources  within  each 
site  and  adjacent  areas  of  architectural  and  historical 
value. 

The  infotnation  obtained  to  date  and  included   in  the  report 
on   "Additional    Flnvi!  onmontai    Data"   is  insufficient  to  assess 
the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  to  evaluate  the  appro- 
priateness of  the  sites  with   respect  to  the  city's  goals. 
The  Commission  awaits  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
3.  conservator's  report,   an   important  part  of  the  statement 

(unavailable  for  the  public  he-ring),   which  the  Commission 
hopes   to  compare  with   its  ovsn   arr.hitecturfll   survey  of  the 
area,   currently  underway. 

Several   individual  findings  in  the  "Additional   Environmental 
Data"   reflect  either  insufficient  research  or  unequal  applica- 
tion of  criteria  to  all  sites.      These  points  must  be  rectified 
in  any  final   EIS.     They  include: 

Page  46:      Suggested  as  a  solution  to  the  increase  in  pedes- 
trian traffic  on  Tremont  Street  for  Site  K   is  encouraging 
pedestrians  to  use  the  Boston  Common  side  of  Tremont  Street. 
But  nowhere  is  mentioned  the  potential   environmental  effect 
of  this  additional  traffic  on  the  Common,   a   National   Register 
k.  property  a-.d   Boston   Landmark       It  is  not  likely  that  this 

Commis'jio 'i   will   not  hpprcA'e  changes  to  the  Common  to  accom- 
modate increased  pedestrian  traffic . 

A  concern  about  pedestrian  traffic  mentioned  for  Site  L  is 
that  people  must  cross  the  busy  Surface  Artery   (atop  the 
5.  roof  of  the  South  Station  tunnel)  to  reach   Church  Green  from 

South  Station.      For  Site  K,   this  concern   is  not  mentioned, 
although   pedestrians,    particularly  those  using  the  Boylston 
Street  MBTA  station,   must  cross  the  equally  busy  and  over- 
burdened Tremont  Street  to  reach  the  building.      This  test, 
like  many  others  in  the  report,   must  be  applied  equally  to 
each   site  under  consideration  for  the  statement  to  be  con- 
sidered adequate. 

Page  57:     The  consideration  of  shadow  effects  on  neighboring 
historic  properties  is  seriously  deficient.     The  only  data 
g  presented  are  the  effects  in  early  morning   in   December  for 

only  one  site,   not  the  entire  study.     The  year-round  shadow 
effect  is  what  must  be  examined,    not  merely  an   isolated 
component.      Shadows  are  fairly   long  all   winter  --  what  are 
the  effects   in  January  and   November  as  well?     A  half-mile 
long   shadow  cast  on  the  oldest  public  park  in  America  can 
hardly  be  called  a  minor  impact.      In  addition,   the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority,    in  its  comments,   points  out  that  a 
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more  realistic  estimate  for  tlie  height  of  the  building  is 
275  feet,    significantly  higher  than  the  tested   190  feet;    I 
expect  that  the  Commission  will  consider  a  building  of  such 
height  abutting  the  Common  and  the  Wasiiington  Street  Theatre 
District  to  be  unacceptable. 

It  also  appears  from  this  section  that  GSA  infers  from  the 
height  of  Tremont  on  the  Common  that  shadow  increases  on  the 
Common  are  not  significant,    because  other  shadows  already 
impact  it.      But  environmental   review  exists  precii.ely  to 
prevent  the  federal  government  from  adding   adverse  influences 
to  the  surroundings  of  its  projects.      The   National   Historic 
Preservation  Act  and  the  Public  Buildings   Cooperative  Use 
Act  were  passed  by  Cortgross   so  that  governtnent  would   set  a 
good  eAanu:  i(-   in  the  protection  of  the  historic  and  cultural 
resources  of  the  iiation,    not  point  to  a  private  developer's 
infringement  on  the  Common  and  claim  the  right  to  do  the 
same.     Such  a  claim  violates  the  letter  and  the  spirit  of 
the  law. 

Page  73:      Figure  7  omits  the  miportant  Washington  Street 
Theatre  District  National    Register  District  from  its   list  of 
historic  sites.     A  major  project  on  Sites  A  or  K  would 
clearly  have  an  environmental  effect  on  this  historic  district, 
yet  the  report  nowhere  assesses  this  effect.     Along  with  the 
7,  conservator's  report,   the  GSA  should  also  use  the  data  from 

this  Commission's  survey  of  the  downtown   and  theatre  districts 
cited  above,   which  the  Commission  will  gladly  make  available 
to  you.      A  number  of  National    Register  nominations  are  being 
prepared  as  part  of  this  survey,   such  as  the  Piano  Row 
district  on   Boylston  Street  facing  the  Common. 

P_a_2es_1_20.1   and__120_.2:      Figures   11-1   and   11-2  do  not  use  the 
sarr.e   key,    butdo  use  the  same  system  of  shadings.      Without 
knowing  wiiich   key  is  meant,   vje  cannot  comment  on  this  section 
of  the  report. 

As  a  member  of  the  Boston   Preservation  Alliance,   the 
Commission  has  participated  in  the  meetings  between  the 
^*  Alliance  and  GSA,   and  concurs  with  the  comments  of  the 

Alliance  on  the  need  for  adaptive  reuse,   compliance  with  the 
Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act,   and  the  need  for  an 
open  site  selection  and  design  process,   include  the  Alliance 
as  a  formal  participant. 

In  summary,   the  Boston   Landmarks  Commission  finds  a  number 
of  serious  deficiencies  in  the  "Draft  Environment  Impact 
Statement"  and  "Additional   Environmental   Data"  that  make 
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these  documents  fdll  far  short  of  the  requirements  of  the 
National   Historic  Preset  vation  Act,    Executive  Order  11593, 
and  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act.      Until  these 
inadequacies  are  rectified,    it  is  the  view  of  this  Commission 
that  the  site  selection  should   not  be  made.      Any  decision 
based  on  this  or  similarly  insufficient  information  would 
fail  to  comply  with  the  above  legal   and  administrative 
requirements. 


4'"2^^s.(£ 


O^f^ 


PauJiiie  Chds:-   Harreli 
Chairwoman 

M/1 981/608 

cc:      Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
Massachusetts  Historical   Commission 
■   Boston   Preservation  Alliance 
Friends  of  the  Public  Garden 
Park  Plaza  Civic  Advisory  Committee 
Bay  Village  Neighboriiood  Association 
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BOSTON  I./i!JlX':«.HK-5  COi<'iaSSION 
(letter  dated  July  10,  1979) 


RESPONSE: 


1.  We  did  not  incorporate  the  BLC  corr,mentE  of  Kay  2)4 ,  1978  in  the 
Additional  Environicental  Data  since  that  letter  vas  not  received. 
A  copy  of  said  letter  has  heCi-i  furnished  to  us  and  the  comnentB 
have  been  responded  to  in  Section  XI  herein. 

2.  (1)  The  determinations  of  elip-ibility  for  dach  of  the  properties 
jn  the  three  sites  under  ooixi- .■.rif--a.tion  for  the  proposed  project 

were  requested  of  and  rccf iv^d  iron  the  Keeper  of  the  National 
Register.   See  Section  III  ,75.1. 

(2)  Feasibility  etuilics  o:"  the  reuse  of  properties  on  the  three 
^^itf^s  h^ve  berr  nwce  by  'rj  ..   Foe  Section  III.B.l. 

(3)  See  Kc'JiOr-ind^am  of  AfTi:-.  .^Jicut  w.itu  Advisory  Council  On  Kistoric 
Preservation,  Appendix  0- 

3.  P.e  Conservator's  Report  (Renuest  for  Determination  of  Eiif-ibility 
to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places),  see  Section  III.B.l. 

h.     With  stai^gered  hours  or  "flexi-time"  vhich  most  of  the  employees 
in  the  proposed  building  will  be  working  and  with  the  varied 
visiting  times  of  patrons  to  tlie  building,  utilization  of  Site  K 
would  not  be  expected  to  contribute  appreciably  to  the  pedestrian 
traffic  in  the  area,  particularly  with  the  pedestrian  traffic  flow 
being  divided  among  several  approaches,  some  existing  and  some  to 
be  provided  through  completion  of  planned  improvements  in  the  area 
as  discussed  in  Section  ITl.E.li.  Tliat  part  of  the  pedestrian  traffic 
electing  to  use  Boston  Cora,noi!  side  of  Tremont  Street  would  hardly  be 
expected  to  adversely  iTipact  the  Common,  and  no  "changes  to  the 
Coiamon"  were  implied  as  bein^:'  necessary  or  desirable  to  accommodate 
the  increased  pede&tiian  traffic. 

5.  Admittedly  Trei.ont  Streot  is  busy  and  the  intei'section  at  Tremont 

and  Boylston  Streets  does  pose  some  problems  to  pedestrian  crossinr. 
However,  as  is  evident  from  the  traffic  routes  in  the  South  Station 
area  versus  those  at  Sites  K  and  A  (See  Figure  11),  pedestrian 
crossing  in  the  South  Station  area   is  of  far  greater  concern 
than  at  either  Site  K  or  A. 

6.  As  stipulated  in  the  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  the  effects  of  the  proposed 
undertaking  on  historic  properties  within  the  project's  impact  area 
will  be  fully  assessed.   (See  Appendix  0 ) 
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Concern  with  shadow  effects  has  been  expressed  to  GSA  only  in 
connection  with  Site  K  and,  therefore,  the  preliminary  study  was 
made  to  address  those  effects  with  respect  to  that  site  only.  The 
study  was  not  represented  to  be  more  than  a  preliminary  analysis 
under  worst  case  conditions  of  potential  shadows  that  micht  be  cast 
on  the  Common.  As  stated  in  Section  F.7,  shadows  will  be  part  of 
the  design  criteria  for  the  project  whichever  site  is  selected. 

The  basis  for  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority's  estimate  of  275 
feet  as  the  proposed  building  height  is  not  known.  As  stated  in 
Section  F.7.,  GSA  estimates  that  a  maximum  building  height  of  I90 
feet  on  Site  K  would  meet  the  Government's  space  requirements. 

The  statement  in  Section  F.7  regarding  Tremont  On  the  Common  is  an 
observation  of  o\ir  analysis  and  is  included  herein  as  such. 

7.  Figure  8  indicates  those  properties  in  or  near  the  delineated  area 
which  are  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (See  Section 
III.B.l.) 

The  MemoraJidum  of  Agreement  with  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  stipulates  that  the  effects  of  the  proposed  undertaking 
on  historic  properties  within  the  project's  impact  area  will  be 
fully  assessed.   (See  Appendix  0.) 

As  a  result  of  the  Conservator's  contact  with  the  Landmarks  Commission, 
GSA  is  aware  of  the  proposed  nomination  of  the  "Piano  Row  district." 

8.  See  responses  to  comments  in  letter  dated  July  10,  1979  from 

Mr.  Roger  Webb  of  the  Boston  Preservation  Alliance,  Correspondence  F. 
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April  6,  1979 


Mr.  Lawrence  Bretta 

Regional  Administrator 

General  Services  Administration 

Room  640 

Joinn  W.  McCormack  Building 

Post  Office  Square 

Boston,  MA   02109 

Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

The  Conservation  Law  Foundation  of  New  England,  Inc.  (CLF)  recently 
learned  of  the  proposed  construction  of  a  new  federal  office  building  in  Boston 
by  the  General  Services  Administration.   CLF  was  surprised  by  the  lack  of  prior 
notice  concerning' the  actual  site  selection  for  this  building  and  the  lack  of  ad- 
equate information  regarding  public  participation  in  that  process.   We  are  also 
extremely  concerned  with  the  potential  environmental  impact  of  such  a  building, 
the  cursory  treatment  given  that  impact  in  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 
ment issued  on  March  31,  1978,  and  the  affect  of  such  a  building  on  property  pro- 
tected by  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

The  guidelines  of  the  Council  of  Environmental  Quality,  40  CFR  1500,  7(d), 
the  regulations  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  44  Fed.  Reg. 
6068,  6075  (1979),  and  GSA  regulations  on  the  preparation  of  environmental  impact 
statements,  42  Fed.  Reg.  24095,  24097  (1977)  require  that  a  public  meeting  be 
held  to  review  the  impact  of  such  a  proposal  and  to  solicit  citizen  comment  on 
that  impact.  The  GSA  regulations  specifically  provide  that  the  need  for  a  public 
-,      meeting  depends  on  the  magnitude  of  the  action,  the  complexity  of  the  issue, 
and  the  extent  of  public  involvement  and  interest  in  the  project.   42  Fed.  Reg. 
at  24097.   There  surely  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  size  of  the  federal  office  proposed 
in  this  project,  the  wealth  of  historic  and  cultural  sites  in  the  area  under  consideration, 
Boston's  tradition  of  concern  for  protection  of  its  historic  and  cultural  resources, 
and  the  extensive  citizen  concern  aroused  by  the  proposed  project,  combine  to 
satisfy  the  GSA  criteria  for  the  holding  of  a  public  meeting. 

CLF  understands  that  a  public  meeting  was  held  on  January  31,  1979  to 
consider  proposals  from  the  real  estate  community  regarding  possible  sites.   This 
meeting  did  not  in  any  way  provide  a  forum  for  the  consideration  of  the  environ- 
mental impacts  of  the  project.  The  notice  provided  for  the  meeting  was  totally 
2^     inadequate  to  apprise  the  public  of  the  nature  of  the  meeting  or  of  the  possible 
relevance  of  environmental  and  historic  effects.   The  advertisements  placed  in 
the  Boston  Globe  and  the  Boston  Herald  American  on  January  12  and  14,  1979 
indicated  merely  that  the  meeting  was  designed  to  "explore  the  availability  of 
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Mr.  Lawrence  Bretta 
April  6,  1979 
Page  Two 


potential  sites".  No  mention  was  made  of  the  consideration  of  environmental 
impacts  of  the  project,  and  the  meeting  therefore  could  not  conceivably  be  deemed 
a  satisfaction  of  the  requirements  of  the  regulations  cited  above.   CLF  notes, 
in  addition,  that  the  comments  of  participants  at  the  meeting  reveal  that  they 
did  not  intend  to  discuss  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  those 
impacts  were  not  an  issue. 

CLF  is  equally  concerned  by  the  lack  of  information  and  explanation  concerning 
site  selection  for  this  project,  and  the  complete  lack  of  public  participation  in 
that  process.  The  draft  EIS  repeatedly  refers  to  decisions  concerning  selection 
of  building  sites  which  will  be  postponed  until  a  "future  date".  There  is  no  mention 
in  the  EIS  of  actual  site  selection,  nor  are  any  specific  sites  within  the  City  of 
Boston  discussed.   CLF  submits  that  the  GSA  should  make  known  to  the  public 
3*       at  large  the  details,  and  elements  of  the  process  by  which  your  Agency  will  choose 

a  building  site  in  this  case.   Notice  of  such  procedures  is  r^^uired  by  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act,  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act,  and  Executive  Order  No.  11593. 

It  is  equally  critical,  in  addition  to  adequate  notice  concerning  the  selection 
process,  that  the  public  be  permitted  appropriate  access  to  and  participation  in 
it.       that  process.   Provision  should  be  made  for  general  public  comment  concerning 
a  reasonable  variety  of  possible  sites,  and  there  should  be  detailed  review  of  such 
sites  for  feasibility. 

In  light  of  the  serious  deficiencies  in  the  site  selection  process  and  the 
5.       environmental  analysis  to  this  point,  CLF  submits  that  the  following  steps  should 
be  taken: 


1.  No  final  or  preliminary  selection  of  an  appropriate  site  for  the  proposed 
building  should  be  made  at  this  time. 

2.  A  public  hearing  on  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  should 
be  held,  and  proper  and  adequate  notice  for  that  hearing  should  be 
distributed  to  the  public. 

3.  The  GSA  should  formally  identify  all  relevant  site  selection  criteria, 
procedures,  guidelines  and  internal  agency  policy.   CLF  asks  that  the 
GSA  submit  to  us  citations  to  any  such  published  criteria,  guidelines 
and  procedures.   We  also  request  copies  of  any  unpromulgated  but  rel- 
evant criteria,  guidelines,  procedures  or  internal  agency  memoranda 
regarding  site  selection. 

4.  Adequate  provision  should  be  made  for  public  notification  concerning 
rights  of  participation  in  the  site  selection  process. 
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5.    Appropriate  hearings  or  public  meetings  should  be  conducted  concerning 
site  selection. 

The  people  of  the  City  of  Boston  and  eastern  Massachusetts  will  undoubtedly 
welcome  the  presence  and  necessary  expansion  of  federal  government  offices 
in  this  area.   However,  the  selection  of  a  building  site  is  of  utmost  importance 
to  this  City  and  to  the  cultural  character  of  the  region.   Without  full  and  careful 
assessment  of  all  available  sites,  and  extensive  participation  by  the  public  in  the 
selection  of  the  ultimate  proposed  site  and  building  design,  CLF  believes  that 
the  GSA  proposal  will  be  legally  flawed  and  may  result  in  a  project  warranting 
significant  public  opposition. 

We  look  forward  to  your  prompt  response  to  this  letter  and  offer  you  our 
assistance  in  the  development  of  a  more  extensive  and  satisfactory  participatory 
process  for  the  selection  of  a  building  site  and  design. 


Sincerely, 


DIF:mph 

cc:   Mr.  Paul  Goulding 


Douglas, 
Executive  Director 
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CONSERVATION  LAW  FOUl^DATION 


RESPONSE; 

1.  A  public  hearing  was  held  at  Faneuil  Hall,  Boston,  on  June  26,  1979 
for  the  purpose  of  receiving  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  and  the  Additional  Environmental  Data,  the 
latter  of  which  was  developed  subsequent  to  the  DEIS  and  focused  on 
the  three  potential  sites  currently  under  consideration  for  the 
proposed  project. 

2.  As  indicated  by  Mr.  Bretta,  GSA  Regional  Administrator,  in  his 
opening  remarks  at  the  public  meeting  on  January  Jl,   1979 »  the 
meeting  was  held  to  commence  the  site  investigation  for  a  new 
Federal  Office  Building  in  Boston;  to  listen  to  the  thoughts  of 
those  present  on  the  subject  of  the  proposed  project;  to  identify 
the  sites  which  had  been  offered  or  otherwise  identified  to  GSA  as 
potential  locations  for  the  proposed  building;  and  to  explain  the 
procedure  and  proposed  schedule  for  the  site  investigation/selection 
and  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  statement  in  this  paragraph  that  "The  advertisements  placed  in 
the  Boston  Globe  and  the  Boston  Herald  American  on  January  12  and 
IL,  1979  indicated  merely  that  the  meeting  was  designed  to  'explore 
the  availability  of  potential  sites'"  is  misleading.  The  advertisement 
actually  read,  "This  advertisement  is  merely  to  explore  the  availability 
of  potential  sites....". 

Although  this  meeting  did  not  purport  to  be  a  forum  for  the  specific 
solicitation  of  public  comment  on  environmental  impact  considerations, 
such  comment  was  in  no  way  precluded  from  being  offered  during  the 
proceeding. 

3.  See:   2  and  5(3)  and  (Ii)  to  this  letter; 

Section  III.A.l; 

Appendix  F,  Summary  of  GSA  Procedures  for 

Processing  Environmental  Impact  Statements; 
Appendix  G|  Hearing  Transcript  -  June  26,  1979 

ii.  See  response  2  to  this  letter. 

5.   (l)  Site  selection  will  not  be  made  until  the  expiration  of  30  days 
following  publication  in  the  Federal  Register  by  EPA  of  notice  of 
the  availability  of  this  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

(2)  See  response  1.  Notice  of  the  hearing  was  published  in  the 
Boston  Globe  and  Boston  Herald  American  on  Sunday,  June  3  ajid 
Tuesday,  June  5»  1979 »  and  copies  of  said  notice  were  also  sent  to 
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those  parties  who  suhmitted  comraents  on  the  WIS   and  to  others  vho 
had  expressed  an  interest  in  the  project.  Copies  of  the  K  I'j  ?nd 
the  Additional  Environmental  Data  were  also  available  to  th^  puilic, 
and  so  publicized,  at  the  GSA  Business  Service  Center  in  !■..  J(  iin 
W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse  building  and  at  the  Boston 
Public  Library  Main  Facility  in  Copley  Square. 

(3)  Federal  Property  Management  Regulations 

Subchapter  D-Public  Buildings  and  Space 

Part  IOI-I9  Construction  and  Alteration  of  Public  Buildings 

(This  is  also  contained  in  Vol.  I4I  CFR  at  Ch.  IOI-I9) 

GSA  Policy  Manual  ADM  P  1000. 2B 

Chapter  U-Public  Buildings  and  Space 

Sections  1-30  (see  particularly  section  21,  Site  Selection) 

GSA  HaJidbook  Site  Acauisition,  Relocation  and  Management 
PBS  P  1600 

Executive  Order  12072,  Federal  Space  Management,  August  I6,  197^. 

Various  instructional  and  p^oced^l^al  memoranda  supplementing 
the  aforecited  Handbook  as  deemed  necessary  on  a  case  by 
case  basis  to  provide  more  specific  giaidelines. 

(U)  See  Federal  Property  Management  Regulations  and  GSA  Handbook 

PBS  P  1600  as  cited  in  par.  5(3)  above.  Public  participation 
in  site  selection  is  provided  for  through  notification  to 
the  planning  agencies  and  principal  elected  officials 
of  the  community  where  the  site  investigation  will  take  place 
and  through  publication  of  the  intent  of  GSA  to  conduct  a 
survey  of  possible  sites,  and  theresifter  to  select  and 
acquire  a  site  for  a  specific  purpose  in  the  City  and  area 
outlined  in  the  site  investigation  directive. 

(5)  GSA  procedures  do  not  require  public  meetings  or  hearings 
in  connection  with  site  selection.  However,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  Boston  project,  GSA  Region  1  generally  opts  to  hold 
such  meetings. 
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Mr.  Lawrence  .Bretta 

Regional  Administration 

General  Services  Administration 

704  J.  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  &  Courthouse 

Boston,  MA   02109 

Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

This  communication  will  serve  as  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority's  comments 
regarding  the  documents  entitled:  Draft  Environmental  Irnpact  Statement  (DEIS) 
and  the  Additional  Environmental  Data  for  the  proposed  new  Federal  Office 
Building  in  Boston. 

As  you  will  recall,  on  29  January  1979  this  office  responded  to  a  request  from 
General  Services  Administration  for  sites  within  Boston's  Central  Business 
District  on  which  to  locate  the  proposed  structure.  That  letter  Indicated  nine 
(9)  potential  sites  and  included  the  Policy  Statement  by  the  Boston  Redevelognierrt 
Authority  for  a  New  Federal  Office  Building' in  "BostonT 

We  have  now  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  above-named  environmental  review 
documents  and  the  final  three  alternate  sites  discussed  therein.  These  final  three 
sites  as  identified  are: 

Site  A      Bounded  by  Washington  and  Essex  Streets,  Norfolk 
Place  and  Harrison  Avenue; 

Site  K      Bounded  by  Tremont,  Boylston,  Washington  and 
Avery  Streets,  but  excluding  the  Masonic 
Temple  on  Tremont  and  Boylston  Streets;  and 

Site  L       Bounded  by  Summer,  Kingston,  Essex  and  Lincoln 
Streets. 


1  Cily  Hall  Square 

Boston,  Mossaehusetto  02201 
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Overall,  the  BRA  would  strongly  recommend  that  a  complete  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  be  compiled  for  tach  of  the  three  selected  sites.  Discussion  of  the 

A.  alternate  sites  should  include  reasons  for  rejecting  or  supporting  each  of  the 
other  locations.  Additionally,  to  gain  a  perspective  of  your  site  selection 
process,  the  BRA  requests  documentation  as  to  the  reasons  for  GSA's  rejection 
of  the  other  sites  container*  in  our  29  January  1979  Ir^tter  to  your  offict . 

As  a  part  of  this  impact  statement,  we  would  expect  a  recognition  of  the 
development  activity  already  committed  or  planned  in  the  area  of  each  site. 

B.  Certainly  with  regard  to  the  Theater  District  and  South  Station,  considerably 
more  large  and  small-scale  development  is  presently  planned  than  that 
identified  in  the  Additional  Environmental  Data.  A  coinplete  and  detailed 
economic  impact  study  is  necessary  to  assess  the  relationship  of  the  proposed 
government  structure  to  those  developments. 

This  information  is  critical  in  evaluating  sites  to  insure  that  the  maximum 
positive  consequences  with  regard  to  retail  growth  on  Washington  Street  and 
Summer  Street,  downtown  residential  opportunities  at  all  income  levels  through- 
out the  Theater  District  and  expansion  of  employment  for  city  residents  results. 
These  are  stated  goals  for  Boston's  commercial  core  and  should  be  reinforced 
by  the  construction  and  programming  of  the  Federal  Building.  I  believe  the 
significance  of  the  building  cannot  be  overstated  with  regard  to  the  future 
of  our  Central  Business  District. 

Specifically  concerning  the  information  contained  in  the  Additional  Environmental 

C.  Data,  modification  or  reconstruction  of  the  following  points  would  seem  necessary: 

1.  P. 5:     To  support  the  movement  for  expansion  of  the  City's 

commercial  base  in  the  area  of  the  three  sites,  and 
to  accommodate  the  needs  of  nearby  neighborhoods  as 
defined  within  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use 
Act,  the  amount  of  multi-use  space  at  ground  level 
should  be  greatly  enlarged.  By  comparison,  the  State 
Transportation  Building,  containing  approximately 
600,000  square  feet  calls  for  60,000  square  feet 
of  public  and  retail  area. 

2.  PP.18 

&  57:    With  regard  to  the  City's  comprehensive  zoning 

ordinance  and  the  floor  area  ratios  (FAR)  defined 
therein,  the  site  requirements  (55,000  square  feet) 
and  building  mass  seeni  to  indicate  a  height  of  at 
least  275  feet  wirich  is  not  in  compliance  with 
the  limitations  for  buildings  within  ore  himdrecl 
feet  of  Tremont  Street  between  West  and  Boylston 
Streets. 

3.  P. 21:    The  Criteria  of  Effect  to  determine  whether  the 

development  will  impact  any  National  Register  or 
eligible  property  should  be  completed  prior  to 
site  selection.     iBy 
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4.  PP.  22 

S  23:    Relocation  of  FAA  (339  employees)  from  Bu^-lingtcn  and 
Fish  &  Wildlife  (300  employees)  from  Newton  indicates 
a  trend  which  may  further  increase  housing  demand 
on  the  city  and  close-in  suburbs.  The  present  and 
future  condition  of  the  area  housing  market,  the 
economic  f:~asibnity  of  housing  as  a  stated  goal 
of  adjacent  site  development  in  the  ^heater  District, 
and  the  growing  demand  for  in-town  housing,  especially 
with  the  rising  cost  and  scarcity  of  gasoline,  should 
be  examined  closely. 

5.  P. 26:    Relocation  discussion  should  more  fully  describe  the 

magnitude  of  relocation  impacts  on  each  of  the 
three  sites.  Additional  data  is  needed  regarding  the 
number  and  size  of  firms  and  employees  effected. 
Utilization  of  the  U.  S.  Small  Business  Administration 
in  relocation  activity  should  be  specific. 

5.    P. 27:    The  feasibility  of  utilizing  structures  eligible  for 
National  Register  of  Historical  Places  status  on  each 
site  should  be  determined  prior  to  final  site 
selection. 

7.  P. 30:    The  cost  and  responsibility  of  upgrading  sewer  lines 

to  sites  A  and  K  should  be  determined  as  soon  as 
feasible. 

8.  PP.36  - 

39:      Estimates  of  approach  and  departure  patterns  should 
reflect  Downtown  Crossings  traffic  changes.  Any 
reference  to  increased  traffic  on  Bedford  Street 
will  have  to  be  altered  since  the  street  will  be 
closed  with  construction  of  Lafayette  Place. 

9.  Fig.  7 
(Historic 

Sites):  Does  not  include  Lower  Washington  Street  Theater 
District  (a  National  Register  property). 

10.    Fig.  9 

(Average    Should  take  into  account  revised  area  circulation  patterns/ 
Daily     volumes  as  a  result  of  Downtown  Crossings  program 
Tr-Tffic    implefnentation. 
Flow): 
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Other  issues  which  require  clarification  include  tho  following: 

D,       A.  In  a  complete  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed 

building  on  adjacent  areas,  vie   would  request  massing 
studies  to  be  initiated  on  ech  of  the  three  sites. 

B.  PP.  17 

&  24:      While  the  Chinese  community  has  indeed  expressed 
^*  an  interest  in  converting  the  600  Washington  Street 

building  to  housing  and  while  the  BRA  supports  this 
reuse  concept,  no  developer  has  been  identified  end 
no  purchase  of  the  property  has  been  acconipl  isneci 
at  the  date  of  this  report. 

C.  P. 17:      To  state  that  the  BRA  offered  site  K  to  GSA  is 
incorrect.  The  nine  sites  sug-jested  by  the  BRA 
in  the  29  January  1979  letter  included  tv-i  1n 
this  area:  Site  D  -  stuart/iremont  Streets,  end 
Site  E  -  Washington/Essex  Streets. 


D. 


i 


D.  PP.  17 

&  18:      With  regard  to  Site  A  and  Site  L,  no  staff  person 
3),  of  the  BRA  has  been  authorized  by  me  to  represent 

this  agency  in  discussions  with  your  office  concerning 
the  relationship  of  the  proposed  Federal  Office 
Building  with  Lafayette  Place  or  other  developments 
in  Boston's  Central  Business  District. 

In  summation,  I  would  like  to  again  reiterate  the  importance  of  this  project  to 
both  the  GSA  and  the  City  of  Boston.  I  am  certain  you  share  with  me  the  concern 
and  desire  to  make  the  economic,  social  and  design  impact  of  this  structure  on 
our  downtown  a  most  positive  statement  that  can  serve  as  a  model  nationally. 
The  BRA  stands  ready  to  enter  into  a  cooperative  working  relationship  with  GSA 
throughout  the  entire  planning  and  design  process  to  reach  that  goal . 


Director 
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BOSTON  Ryi)EWT,OPMIi^TW  /lUTlIOTfr'i'Y 
(letter  dated  June   26,    1979) 


RFSPONSr: 


A.  GSA  curreritly  has  throe  potential  siter;  ntide';;^  cunai^tajntion  for 
the  proposed  new  Federal  Biiildinf?;  project.   No  site  hap  been 
selected.  The  Pinal  Finvironmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  project 
ia  bein^  prepared  in  accordance  vdth  CF.Q   rcg-alatione  and  GSA 
procedures.  The  basis  for  the  elimination  of  the  ;ither  sites  from 
fui'ther  consideration  is  discussed  in  the  Site  Investiration  Report 
which  will  be  available  as  a  matter  of  pub] ic  record  after  it  has 
been  approved  by  the  Administrator  prior  to  oite  selection. 

B.  G-SA  contacted  the  BM  during  the  course  of  developing-,'  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the  Additional  Environmental  Data 
for  purposes  of  obtaining  all  available  information  relative  to  all 
ongoing  arid  planned  development  and  redevelopment  activity  within 
the  area  delineated  for  the  proposed  project.  VHiat  was  received  is 
contained  in  Section  III.A.3f  and  was  assnmed  to  be  a  complete  list 
of  the  develojjment  activity  for  which  infoiination  wa,s  solicited. 

The  BRA  had  already  prep,ared  a  detailed  economic  impact  study.   See 
"A  New  Federal  Office  Building,  A  Close  Fxajnination"  -  prepared  by 
the  Research  Department  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
(Appendix  K) . 

C.  1.  The  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  does  not  prescribe  the 
amount  of  space  to  be  made  available  for  oirtleaso  in  public 
buildings.   The  GSA  Interim  Guidelines  for  the  Implementation  of 
the  Act  prescribes  a  maximum  of  lO^^o  of  the  total  gross  area  of  the 
building  for  multi-use  space,   I]o\v?ever,  when  the  pro,ioct  reaches  the 
design  stage,  the  possibility  of  increasing  the  proposed  multi-use 
space  will  be  investigated. 

2.  The  site  requirement  of  'j'^jOOO  pc)uare  feet  represents  the 
minimum  site  area  needed  for  the  pro.ject.   The  actu-il  area  available 
in  the  site  ultimately  selected  vrill  be  a  pifmificant  factor  in 
determining  the  height  of  the  building.   The  area  of  Site  K  for 
instance  would  be  substantially  greater  than  "-"^tOOO  nquare  feet  and 
therefore  should  urssent  no  problem  to  the  doFsign  of  a  building 
which  could  meet  the  existing  zoning  ordinance  relating  to  that 
site. 

3.  See  Memorar.dum  of  A.greement  with  the  Advisory  Council  On  Historic 
Presevation  (Appendix  O). 

Li.   See  Section  III.C.l. 
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5.  A  list  of  the  persons/finns  which  would  be  affected  by  acquiBition 
by  the  Govomment  of  any  one  of  the  three  sites  imder  consideration  is 
included  in  the  Site  Investigation  Report  referred  to  in  Response  A 
above . 

GSA  procedures  direct  that  information  concerning  available  assistance 
programs  shall  be  provided  to  all  individuals  and  businesses  which  are 
displaced  by  a  GSA  project.  Any  displaced  businessman  is  advised  of 
the  availability  of  the  technical  and  loaji  counseling  services  which 
Small  Business  Administration  provides  to  small  businesses.  As  required 
under  the  Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  I968,  the  Small  Business 
Administration  was  advised  of  the  proposed  Bo.=iton  project  and  replied  as 
to  their  interest  in  the  matter.   (See  correspondence  II). 

6.  Feasibility  studies  have  been  accomplit^hed  relative  to  the  u!.  Lliyation 
of  existing  structures  on  all  of  the  throe  sites  under  consider  tion  and 
the  results  thereof  are  contained  in  Section  V.B. 

7.  Any  necessary  upgrading  of  existing  city  sewer  lines  to  correct  their 
inadequacies  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  City. 

8.  Section  E.l  has  been  revised  based  on  data  developed  by  the  BRA 
since  implementation  of  the  Downtown  Crossings.  It  has  also  been  revised 
to  reflect  current  information  regarding  Bedford  Street  closing  as 
provided  by  the  BRA  Transportation  Department. 

9.  This  is  now  Figure  8  and  has  been  revised  to  include  the  Lower 
Washington  Street  Theatre  District. 

10.  Figure  9  has  been  amended  to  reflect  revised  area  circulation 
■nattems/voltunes  resulting  from  implementation  of  Downtown  Crossings 
program.  Also  see  Section  E.l. 

D.  -  A.  It  is  not  deemed  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  project  to  develop 
any  predesign  concepts  which  might  be  misleading  to  the  public  or  in 
any  way  influence  the  ultimate  design  of  the  project.  We  believe 
sufficient  information  has  already  been  developed  and  made  available 
with  which  to  adequately  assess  the  project's  impact  for  each  of  the 
three  sites  currently  under  consideration. 

D.  -  B.   Acknowledged. 

D.  -  C.  We  acknowledge  that  we  incorrectly  stated  that  the  BRA  offered  Site  K 
in  its  entirety  and  have  revised  Section  III. A. 3.  to  state  that  what 
was  identified  was  a  portion  of  Site  K. 

D.  -  D.  The  information  referred  to  here  was  furnished  by  the  BRA's  then 

Director  of  Downtown  Development  whose  authority  was  certainly  not 
the  responsibility  of  GSA  to  question. 
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A  number  of  letters  and  cards  have  been  received  expressing 
opinions  in  favor  of  or  in  opposition  to  specific  sites. 
The  substantive  issues  raised  by  this  correspondence  with 
respect  to  wind,  shadow,  and  traffic  are  addressed  in 
sections  III.F.6.,  III.F.?.,  and  III  E.l.b  respecively. 
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XIV.   COWIENTS  RE:  NORTH  STATION  SITE  RECEIVED  AT 
PUBLIC  HEARING  ON  MAY  6,  1980  AND  WITHIN 
DESIGNATED  COMMENTING  PERIOD  THEREAFTER 

A.  Society  of  Architectural  Historians  -  New  England  Chapter 

B.  North  Station  Area  Businessman 

C.  Massachusetts  State  Labor  Council 

D.  Chinese  Economic  Development  Council,  Inc. 

E.  Massachusetts  Rehabilitation  Hospital 

F.  League  of  U'omen  Voters  of  Boston 

C .  Mrissiirhiiset ts  Labor  Management  Construction  Committee 

H.  Downtown  North  Association 

1 .  Mondev  International  Ltd. 

J.  Filene's 

K.  Boston  Landmarks  Commission 
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Inasmuch  as  a  verbatim  transcript  was  made  of  the  public  hearing 
held  on  May  6,  1980  and  is  included  in  Section  12,  Appendix  G, 
any  written  statements  which  were  submitted  after  being  read 
into  the  record  are  not  included  in  this  section  unless  they 
contained  substantive  comments  warranting  a  response. 


19.' 


[\  I  i  archiltrtiiial  iiir-iorians-ncweiiKland  chapter  ^rainis :  141  Cambridge  street  boston  mass  02JLi 

T  ?nn:mlnl!^™e  t 


May  19,  1980 


Ms.  Beverly  James,  Director 

Oporational  Planning  Staff 

Room  72  4 

John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Court  House 

Boston,  Mass.   02109 

Dear  Ms.  James: 

We  would  like  the  following  to  be  read  into  the 
record  of  the  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  Boston 
Federal  Office  Building,  held  May  6,  1980. 

The  Society  of  Architectural  Historians,  New  England 
Chapter  strongly  supports  the  New  Chardon  Street  location 
for  the  proposr-d  Boston  Federal  Office  Building  for  the 
f<:)l  J.owing  reasons  : 

1.  The  site  is  essentially  cleared.   Thus,  there 
wcuJd  be  minimal  expense  for  site  preparation  and  relocation. 

2.  The  site  is  government  owned,  offering  ease  and 
1  o w  cos  t  o  f  acqvi  i  s  i  1 1  o  n . 

3.  Construction  would  eliminate  an  eyesore  and  com- 
plete an  architecturally  significant  block. 

4.  The  Government  Center  location  is  appropriate 
for  a  Federal  Bui  J  ding. 

5.  The  site  is  one  block  from  the  JFK  Building,  con- 
venient to  public  and  government  agencies. 

6.  It  is  close  to  public  transportation:   the  Blue, 
Green  and  Orange  Lines  and  commuter  rail  (North  Station). 

7.  The  site  is  in  an  area  of  large-scale  new  con- 
struction, so  that  another  highrise  would  have  minimal  impact. 
A  tower  was  originally  planned  for  this  site  to  complete  the 
Hurley  Building. 


I  Of-: 
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8.  The  New  Chardon  Street  location  would  have  the 
desired  salutory  effects  on  the  North  Station  area  (abutting 
Bulfinch  Triangle,  that  part  of  the  North  Station  plan  most 
immediately  in  need  of  rehabilitation  and  up-grading)  with  a 
minimum  of  disruption  and  demolition,  which  would  accompany 
other  North  Station  sites  (Madison  Hotel,  taking  down  of 
elevated  Green  Line,  etc.). 

9.  There  would  be  no  tax  loss  to  the  city. 

10.  From  GSA ' s  point  of  view,  this  site  would  be 

the  least  complicated  in  terms  of  acquisition,  planning,  con- 
struction and  eventual  maintenance.   It  would  also  be  the  least 
costly,  require  the  least  demolition  and  relocation,  and  would 
involve  lower  land  and  development  costs. 

Sincerely, 


Cynthia  Zaitzevsky       / 
President 
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April  29,  1980 


Mr.  Lawrence  Brett a 

Regional  Administrator 

General  Services  Administration 

Room  640 

John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Court  House  Building 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02109 

Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

We,  the  undersigned,  represent  many  businesses  located  in  the 
North  Station  area.   We  are  familiar  with  the  site  being  proposed  by 
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  to  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion adjacent  to  the  North  Station  as  a  possible  location  for  a  new 
Federal  Office  Building. 

We  are  fully  in  favor  of  having  this  building  located  in  the 
North  Station  area.   Although  we  realize  that  this  will  impact  traffic, 
parking,  and  other  factors,  we  feel  that  the  overall  long-term  benefits 
to  the  area  will  be  immense  and  therefore  pledge  our  support,  coopera- 
tion and  any  other  assistance  we  can  offer  in  working  actively  with 
the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  and  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion to  obtain  the  Federal  Building  for  the  North  Station. 

Further,  as  members  of  the  Boston  business  community  in  general, 
we  believe  that  our  location  is  the  finest  in  the  city  for  the  following 
reasons : 

1.  Location:   A  new  government  building  should  be  as  close  as 
possible  to  the  existing  Government  Center.   Due  to  the  inter- 
relationships between  different  government  agencies,  a  citizen 
may  have  to  visit  several  of  these  agencies  to  accomplish  one 
task.   A  North  Station  location  would  place  the  new  Federal  Build- 
ing within  a  few  minutes  walk  of  most  other  City,  State  and 
Federal  offices. 

2.  Transportation:   The  North  Station  area  has  the  finest  trans- 
portation and  related  facilities  in  Boston.   These  are: 

A.  Orange  and  Green  M.B.T.A.  lines 

B.  Boston  and  Maine  trains 

C.  M.B.T.A.  bus  line 

D.  Direct  expressway  access 

E.  Proximity  to  Logan  Airport 

F.  More  parking  than  any  downtown 
area  in  the  city 

G.  Short  walking  distance  to  other 
government  facilities 
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3.   Land:   The  North  Station  area  has  the  largest  amount  of  open 
land  in  the  Downtown  Boston  area.   Much  North  Station  land  is 
presently  owned  by  the  City.   Unlike  the  other  locations  being 
considered,  very  little  property  now  in  service  will  have  to 
be  acquired  and/or  demolished  for  the  Federal  Building. 

We  therefore  urge  the  new  Federal  Building  be  located  where  it 
belongs:  in  the  North  Station  area. 

Very  truly  yours. 
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The  Massachusetts  State  Labor  Council,  AFL-CIO  passed  a 
resolution  to  endorse  the  North  Station  Area  for  the  location 
of  the  proposed  new  Federal  Building.   This  area  stands  out  as 
the  most  feasible  of  all  areas  being  considered  as  far  as  future 
growth  potential  is  concerned. 

The  City  of  Boston's  future  and  that  of  its  people  would 
surely  be  enhanced  by  the  G.S.A.  selecting  the  North  Station 
Area. 
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CIDC  CcKii'ts  C  I  'imi 


Chinese  Economic  Development  Cousicil,  Inc. 

20  Huckon  ilreci,   Hoslon,  Ma.  02111 


February    25,    l';80 


L  a  v/  r  e  n  c  e   3  >.  e  1 1  a 

GfvA   Regionri'l   Coin-ni-Jioioiicr 

U.S.    General   Services  Aci.fainistr ation 

Room   640 

J.W.    McCorffsack    Bui.i.dlng 

Bo'-ton,    MA      C2109 

Dear    Mr.    B.i;9Lta;     - 

This    iGt'-er    r:epres(^nto    the   pc>si.  tion   of    the   Ciiirier.t?   Cconcnic 
Development   Counci.l     (CEDC)    reaar-ilng    the    j.ocation   of:    the    new 
22- story   Fedeiial   Baij^ling.      Ct-IDC    is    uncquivocahlv    against    the 
constr  ucti  .~n    of   GSA   building   on    Mie    no.>ton  Ccimni'.-in    site.      The 
construction   of    the    Iniilding    in    that    area   would    impede    the    eccnomi 
grov;i.h   of    the   Chinc;jc:    community    by    i;kyrocke!:  iuq    property   vaiuc'r., 

CfJDC    is    a    f  edor  ai  iy-£unded   Ccnniuunily   DevVlopiuorit   Corporation .      Q;,v-" 
goal    is    to    iiT.prove    the    socio-economic    conditions    or   Bostoi'i's 
Chinatown.       hs    such,    CEDC    is    a    lenitim^ite,    reci/qni;Ked    voice   of    rhe 
Chi  neae    cc;i;riunitv  . 


If  : 

not 


tiave    any    further    questior.s    regarcjin'j    this   matter,    pi 


.t -tt.; 


.  te    or    cal 


17)    4  02- ion 


With    •■  arme^t    regard'': 


W  i  1 1  i  ciia  J  ,    L  ?.  o  n  q 
E  X  e  c  a  t  i  -J  e   D  i  1;  <■"  c  t  o  i 


i^Jl,:r:ag 

CO 


RoSt-:-rt   M.    Coard 
E  X  e  c  a  t  i  \'-  e   D  i  r  e  c  t  o  r 
ABCD 


J<,)iin   Nucci 

D 1  r  r  '.:  t  '.;i  r     .)  f    C  our  a  v  in  i.  c  y 

Coord  i  nat or 
ARCn 
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Chinese  Economic  Developinent  Council,  Inc.        ^""'^  ^  ^^'"'^ 


f  xetutivt*    Oirecl*" 


ciDC  Count.  On  You  30  Hudson  Street,   Boston,  Ma.  02III  Te)  (617)  482  lOii 


March  3,  1980 

Lawrence  B^'etta 

GSA.  Regional  Commissioner 

U.S.  General  Services  Administration 

Room  640 

J.W.  McCormack  Building 

Boo ton,  MA   02109 

Dear  rir .  Bretta: 

The  Chinese  Economic  Development  Council  (CEDC)  has  reconsidered  its 
original  endorsement  of  the  location  of;  the  new  22-story  Federal 
Building  in  the  lower  VJashington  Street  area.   This  reconsideration 
has  led  CEDC  to  oppose  the  location  of  the  Building  in  the  above 
rrientioned  area.   The  reasons  are  the  following: 

1.  Cr.DC  is  now  in  a  position  to  stimulate  the  development  activites 
in  t'le  area.   CEDC  has  identified  possible  developments  whtch 
are  recently  undergoing  feasibility  analysis.   These  development 
activities,  if  determined  to  be  viable,  will  strengthen 
Chinatown's  economy  and  further  curtail  the  Combat  Zone.   If  the 
GSA  Building  were  to  be  built  in  this  area,  then  CEDC,  as  a 
federally  funded  agency,  could  not  possibly  catch  up  with  the 
speed  of  private  developers. 

2.  The  construction  of  the  GSA  Building  in  the  lower  Washington 
Street  area  v;ill  incur  consequences  which  would  be  detrimental 
to  the  Chinese  community.   The  Building  will  catapult  property 
speculation  so  much  that  local  residents  and  small  businesses 
will  inevitably  suffer. 

Previously,  CEDC  viewed  the  GSA  Building  as  a  spearhead  for 
development  activities.   The  above  coniderations ,  however,  have 
brought  to  light  other  long-term  ramifications  which  would  be  more 
negative  than  positive  in  impact. 

Therefore,  I  strongly  recommend  that  the  GSA  Building  not  be  located 
on  either  side  of  the  lower  Washington  Street  sites. 


t7ith  warmest  regards, 
I  am 


William  J .  Leong 
i.Ixecutive  Director 


iis.fe^' 


Massachusetts  Rehabilitation  {Hospital 

?        "     125  Nashua  Street,  Boston,  Massachusetts  02114 
'#.  .     ,.     Telephone:  617-523-1818 


May  6,   1980 


Ms.   Beverly  James 

GSA  Operational  Planning 

Room  724 

John  W.    McCormack  Post  Office  and  Court  House 

Boston,    Massachusetts  02109 

Dear  Ms,   James: 

The  Massachusetts  Rehabilitation  Hospital  would  like  to  speak  in  favor 
of  placing  a  new  general  services  adnrainistration  building  for  Boston, 
at  Causeway  and  Nashua  streets  in  the  North  Station-West  End  area. 
The  Board  and  Administration  of  the  hospital  feel  that  this  site  would 
begin  the  redevelopraent  of  the  North  Station  area. 

1.  This  selection  would  be  reasonable  and  fair  as  it  seems  clear  that 
the  North  Station  is  one  of  the  few  major  areas  in  Boston  which  has  not 
benefited  from  the  nnodernizations  of  Boston  by  public  and  private  con- 
striiction.     This  unfortunate  omission  of  the  North  Station  area  could  be 
reversed  at  once  by  this  courageous  choice, 

2.  The  selection  of  this  building  site  would  give  impetus  to  a  redevelop- 
ment plan,     A  logical  and  practical  plan  could  be  initiated  by  this  selection. 
This  could  remove  the  Green  Line  which  has  kept  this  area  of  Boston  a 
wasteland  for  years. 

3.  This  site  selection  would  promote  the  now  universal  agreement  that  the 
riverfront  should  be  developed  in  a  coordinated  and  aesthetic  fashion.     This 
particular  corner  that  links  the  Charles  River  with  the  Harbor  should  be  the 
most  deserving  part  of  the  river  for  long-range  planning. 

4.  The  Massachusetts  Rehabilitation  Hospital  and  the  Registry  are  the  only 
buildings  in  this  area.     Otherwise,   the  area  from  the  river  is  either  empty 
or  filled  with  deteriorating  buildings  and  parking  lots.     Not  only  is  this 

area  worthy  of  development,    as  compared  to  other  parts  of  the  City,   it  should 
be  easy  to  develop. 

5.  Further,   it  is  obvious  that  this  building  site  is  one  of  the  great  centers 
of  mass  and  public  transportation.     This  site  is  at  the  terminal  of  the  Boston 
and  Maine,    leading  north.     It  is  confluence  of  the  central  arteries,    Storrow 
Drive,   McGrath  Highway,   Route  93,    and  Route  95. 


206 


Ms,    Beverly   James 
May  6,   1980 
Page  Two, 


6.      The  North  Station  businessmen  have  long  sought  upgrading  of  their 
area.     Resistance  to  this  upgrading  should  be  extremely  small  as  compared 
to  other  areas  in   City  which  miight  be    controversial. 

Conclusion;       We  strongly  recommend  that  the  Federal  government  place  a 
ne'w  federal  general  services  administration  building  in  the  North  Station 
area  near  Causeway  and  Nashua  Streets,     This  location  is  one  of  the  few 
undeveloped  areas  in  the  City,      The  impedimients  to  construction  will  be 
snnall.     The  nearby  riverfront  demands  organized  and  farseeking  develop- 
ment.    The  local  nierchants  and  dwellers  seem  anzious  for  this  develop- 
ment.    The.public  and  private  transportation  is  outstanding.     By  any 
measure  this  site  seems  the  most  logical  for  the  building  of  a  government 
building  as  part  of  a  larger  long-range  redevelopment. 

Sincerely  yours. 


c  ^^:,c,.  ))\^^ 


Manuel  J.    Lip  son,    M,  D. 
Director 

MJL:mnnc 

cc:        Mr.    Josiah  Spauldin^ 
Mr,   Henry  Newman 


Massachusetts  Rehabilitation  Hospital 
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LEAGUE  OF  WOMEN  VOTERS  OF  BOSTON 

5S  TEMPLE  PLACE,  BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS  021 1 1  426-2857 
5  May  1980 


Mr.  Lawrence  Bretta  j 

Regional  Administrator  j 

General  Services  Administration  j 

John  Wo  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Court  ! 

House  Building  j 

Room  640  ( 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02109  i 

Dear  Mr.  Brett^?  \ 

( 
I 

The  League  of  Women  Voters  of  Boston  supports  measures  which       i 
assure  the ' preservation  and  development  of  open  space  and  which 
enhance  the  environmental  conditions  of  the  city.   The  League      , 
believes  that  th(^  siting  of  the  proposed  federal  office  building 
at  the  corner  of  Trepient  and  Boy  Is  ton  Streets  has  the  potential    | 
of  adversely  affecting  the  city's  environment  and  open  space.      j 
We  urge  the  examination  of  other  sites,  such  as  the  one  located    j 
in  the  North  Station  area,  to  assure  that  this  new  and  major 
office  development  benefits  the  city  environmentally  as  well  as 
economically.  '< 

We  would  appreciate  it  if  this  letter  is  entered  as  part  of  the 

record  of  the  public  hearing  to  be  held  in  Faneuil  Hall  on 

Tuesday,  May  6.  I 

I 
Sincerely, 


Mary  Ann  Hardenbergh 
President 


MAH/jkw 

cc :   Beatrice  Nessen 
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MASSACHUSETTS     LABOR     MANAGEMENT 

CONSTRUCTION     COMMITTEE 

(MLMCC) 


TEL.     (617)     964-1800 


220  BOYLSTON   STREET 


CHESTNUT   HILL.    MA     02167 


RESOLUTION  FAVORINq  NORTH  STATION  SITE 
FOR  NEW  FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDING 


WHEREAS:   The  North  Station  site  for  the  new  federal  office  building  will 
generate  over  one-half  billion  dollars  of  new  development  over 
the  next  two  to  ten  years;  and 

This  site  is  key  to  continuing  the  revltilization  of  Boston's 
and  Cambridge's  historic  waterfront  areas;  and 

All  the  governmental  units  involved  are  commit teed  to  working 
cooperatively  to  speed  the  steps  toward  construction  of  the  new 
federal  office  building  on  this  site;  and 

The  Massachusetts  Labor  Management  Construction  Committee  consists 
of  representatives  of  26  contractor  associations  and  17  building 
trades  unions  in  Massachusetts  which  meet  to  discuss  and  work  out 
solutions  for  problems  facing  Massachusetts;  therefore  be  It 

RESOLVED:   That  the  Massachusetts  Labor  Management  Construction  Committee 

respectfully  requests  the  General  Services  Administration  to  select 
the  North  Station  site  for  the  new  Federal  Office  Building  to  be 
constructed  in  Boston. 


J^cr^'-t.-iX  ^  ^-:^. 


ROBERT  E.  DICKINSON 


Secretary 
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domDom  norbli  a880Giauoii 


BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS 


OFFICERS: 

FresiJc'ii  r 

SARGENT  COLLIER 

The  Collier  Corporation 

1  ice  Presiden  ts 

JOHN  E.  BENNETT 

Bfiinett  In-. est.  Pmperties 

I'FIhR  L.  HROWN 

i'etcr  ElMot  &  Co.,  Inc. 

STEPHEN  SOTAKOS 

National  Sliawmiit  Bank 

Treasurer 

JOHN  T.  COLLINS 

Linir'n  Warren  Savings  Bank 

Secretary 

ELAYNE  HAGGAN 

N.E.  Video  Center 

I'asT  President 

ROBERT  L.  McGILLlCLlDDY 

Anderson  Nichols  &  Co. 


DIRECTORS; 

GEORGE  BERNSTEIN 

Stale  Upholstery 

RAYMOND  C.ANAVAN 

E.M.  Loew  Theatres 

CHARLES  CLARK 

CTarks  Eng.  Collah. 

DAVID  DANGEL 

RapiJs  1  umiture  Co. 

SUMNER  EDELSTEIN 

Charles  River  Park,  Inc. 

SUMNER  EANGER 

Forecaster  of  Boston 

ALVAN  FOX 

Rapids  Furniture  Co. 

C.ARLETON  GOFF 

.Mass.  General  Hospital 

MARTIN  HANLEY 

Braman  Dow  &.  Co. 

PAUL IVESON 

First  National  Bank 

LEON  K.  JOHNSON 

Lee  Kimball  Co. 

IRVING  LISS 

Hilton  s  Tent  City 

DANIEL  J.  LOONEY 

Copley  Business  Service,  Inc. 

AUGUSTUS  MANTIA 

Fruit  Orchard,  Inc. 

JAMES  McGlNN 

Eagle  Graphics 

PAUL  MOONEY 

Boston  Garden 

ROBERT  REIN 

Mythen  Glass  Co. 

ELLIOT  SEGAL 

Golden  Berch  Co. 

SUSANNF  SIEGEL 

Comm    Bank  &  Trust  Co. 

ROBERT  SOBOEF 

S,)boff  &  Sons 

JOHN  R.  WATSON 

One  Pifty  Trust 

EFREM  WEINREB 

Mass.  Gas  &  Electric 

ALFRED  W.  WHITE 

Offices  Unlimited 

EDWARD  G    WHITE 

American  Bank  Note 


Executive  Director 
GEORGE  BAKER 
4J  Dwhinda  Road 
Waban.  MA  02168 
332-6563 


May  6,  1980 


Mr.  Lawrence  Bretta 

Regional  Administrator 

General  Services  Administration 

Room  (}hQ 

John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courtiiouse  Building 

Boston,  Massaciiusetts   02109 


Dear  Mr 


Iretta: 


The  Downtown  North  Association  is  a  civic  organization 
comprised  of  small  and  large  business  and  residential  inter- 
ests in  the  North  Station  area.   Founded  25  years  ago,  and 
originally  called  the  North  Station  Merchant's  Association, 
we  have  approximately  100  members.   I  have  attached  a  list  of 
our  membership  for  your  information. 

Although  we  do  not  have  every  business  and  resident  of 
the  North  Station  local  as  members,  we  believe  that  we  are 
the  only  large  community  improvement  organization  specifically 
interested  in  this  area.   Because  of  the  extensive  and  im- 
portant planning  being  undertaken  for  the  North  Station  area, 
the  Downtown  North  Association  has  attempted  to  keep  the 
entire  community  informed  as  to  the  scope  of  these  plans. 
This  includes  both  members  and  non-members  of  the  Downtown 
North  Association.   We  feel  this  has  been  necessary  in  order 
to  obtain  a  correct  community  reaction  to  the  proposals. 
In  otherwords,  we  feel  we  must  serve  the  needs  of  the  entire 
community  first  and  those  of  the  Downtown  North  Association 
second . 

Our  By-laws  define  the  purpose  of  the  Downtov/n  North 
Association  as  follows: 

"To  initiate  and  promote  any  movement  for  the 
commercial  or    civic  betterment  for  the  Downtown  North 
Area  of  the  City  of  Boston  or  of  the  City  of  Boston  in 
general  and  to  enhance  the  well-being  of  the  members  of 
the  Association  to  the  end  that  the  Downtown  North  Area 
shall  be  a  better  place  in  which  to  do  business  and  in 
which  to  work  and  in  which  to  live." 

Specifically,  the  Downtown  North  Association  concentrates 
its'  efforts  in  four  areas: 

1 .   Physical  Improvements: 
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A.  Improving  of  Sidewalks  and  Streets 

B.  improving  of  Lighting 

C.  Planting  of  Trees 

D.  Painting  and  Maintaining  of  tine  Elevated  MBTA 

E.  The  Canal  Street  Improvements. 

Major  construction  which  is  about  to  begin. 
These  improvements  to  include  widening  of  the 
sidewalks,  landscaping  and  other  work  to  be 
completed  in  the  fall  of  1980  being  done  as 
a  partnership  between  the  City  of  Boston 
and  the  Downtown  North  Association.   The 
Downtown  North  Association  has  raised  $25,000 
which  it  is  contributing  to  the  City  for  a 
share  of  the  cost. 

2.  Coordination  with  City  Agencies  to  provide: 

a.  Cleaner  Streets 

b.  Better  Security  and  Police  Protection. 

c.  Better  Snow  Removal 

d.  Improved  Parking  through  enforcement 
3-  PI ann  i  ng : 

A.  Initiated  and  paid  for  1957  study  entitled: 
"North  Station  Area".   (Copy  attached). 

B.  Met  every  two  weeks  for  six  months  with 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  supplying 
in'put  for  the  1977  study:   "New  Directions 
for  North  Station". 

C.  Provided  community  input  for  I98O  study 

by  Moshe  Safdie  6  Associates:   "A  Development 
Plan  for  North  Station  District". 

k.      Licensing  and  Matters  affecting  area: 

a.  Attempt  to  keep  the  North  Station  free  from 
influx  of  undesirable  businesses  (bars,  adult 
movie  houses,  etc.).   The  Association  has 
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appeared  at  many  City  licensing  board 
hearings.   In  many  cases  we  have  suceeded 
in  keeping  such  businesses  out  of  the  area. 

b.  The  Association  fought,  through  legal 
counsel  paid  for  by  it's  membership,  the 
new  jail  proposed  for  our  area.   We  feel 
that  we  had  much  to  do  with  the  fact  that 
the  jail  was  located  elsewhere. 

The  purpose  of  the  present  General  Services  Administration 
hearings  is  to  consider  a  North  Station  location  for  a  new 
Federal  Office  Building.   The  Downtown  North  Association  and, 
we  believe,  the  entire  North  Station  community  is  fully  in  favor 
of  having  the  building  located  at  Nortli  Station. 

First,  as  members  of  the  Boston  community  in  general,  we 
believe  our  location  is  the  finest  in  the  City  for  the  following 
reasons : 

1 .  Locat  ion: 

A  new  government  building  should  be  as  close  as 
possible  to  the  existing  Government  Center.   Due 
to  the  interrelationships  between  different 
government  agencies,  a  citizen  may  have  to  visit 
several  of  these  agencies  to  accomplish  one  tasl<. 
A  North  Station  location  would  place  the  new 
Federal  Building  within  a  few  minutes  walk  of 
most  other  City,  State  and  Federal  offices. 

2 .  Transportat  ion : 

The  North  Station  area  has  the  finest  trans- 
portation and  related  facilities  in  Boston.   These 
are: 

A.  Orange  and  Green  M.B.T.A.  lines 

B.  Boston  and  Maine  trains 

C.  M.B.T.A.  bus  1 ines 

D.  Direct  expressway  access 

E.  Proximity  to  Logan  Airport 

F.  More  parking  than  any  downtown  area  in  the  City 

G.  Short  walking  distance  to  other  government 
fac  i 1 i  t  i  es 


212 


doiDnboHiii  norbli  flsmtouon 


BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS 


OFFICERS: 

President 

SARGENT  COLLIER 

rhe  Collier  Corporation 

Vice  Presidents 

JOHN  E.  BENNETT 

nnett  Invest.  Properties 

PETER  L.  BROWN 

Peter  Elliot  &  Co.,  Inc. 

STEPHEN  SOTAKOS 

lational  Shawmut  Bank 

Treasurer 

JOHN  T.  COLLINS 

>n  Warren  Savings  Bank 

Secretary 

ELAYNE  HAGGAN 

N.E.  Video  Center 

Past  President 

LT  L.  McGILLICUDDY 

inderson-Nichols  &  Co. 


DIRECTORS: 

3EORGE  BERNSTEIN 

State  Upholstery 

AYMOND  CANAVAN 

E.M.  Loew  Theatres 

CHARLES  CLARK 

Clarks  Eng.  CoUab. 

DAVID  DANGEL 

Rapids  Furniture  Co. 

jUMNER  EDELSTEIN 

Charles  River  Park,  Inc. 

SUMNER  FANGER 

■  Forecaster  of  Boston 

'  ALVAN  FOX 

Rapids  Furniture  Co. 

CARLETON  GOFF 

Mass.  General  Hospital 

MARTIN  HANLEY 

Braman  Dow  &  Co. 

PAUL  IVESON 

First  National  Bank 

LEON  K.  JOHNSON 

Lee  Kimball  Co. 

IRVING  LISS 

Hilton's  Tent  City 

;  DANIEL  J.  LOONEY 

I'  Business  Service,  Inc. 

AUGUSTUS  MANTIA 

Fruit  Orchard,  Inc. 

JAMES  McGINN 

Eagle  Graphics 

PAUL  MOONEY 

Boston  Garden 

ROBERT  REIN 

Mythen  Glass  Co. 

ELLIOT  SEGAL 

Golden  Berch  Co. 

SUSANNE  SIEGEL 

nm.  Bank  &  Trust  Co. 

ROBERT  SOBOFF 

Soboff  &,  Sons 

JOHN  R.  WATSON 

One  Fifty  Trust 

EFREM  WEINREB 

Mass.  Gas  &  Electric 

ALFRED  W.  WHITE 

Offices  Unlimited 

EDWARD  G.WHITE 

American  Bank  Note 


Executive  Director 
GEORGE  BAKER 
43  Dwhinda  Road 
Waban,  MA  02168 
332-6563 


fir.    Lawrence   Bretta 


Land: 


-it- 


May  6,  1380 


The  North  Station  area  has  the  largest  amount  of 
open  landjin  the  Downtown  Boston  area.   Much 
North  Station  land  is  presently  owned  by  the 
City.   Unlike  the  other  locations  being  con- 
sidered, very  little  property  now  in  service  will 
have  to  be  acquired  and/or  demolished  for  the 
Federal  Building. 

Second,  we  feel  the  Federal  Government  has  a  given  ob- 
ligation to  select  the  North  Station  area  for  the  new  building. 
In  the  25  years  that  the  Downtown  North  Association  has  been  in 
existence,  although  we  are  proud  of  our  area  and  although  we 
feel  we  have  a  strong  organization,  few  major  changes  have 
taken  place.   This  is  because  our  area  has  been  choked  by  the 
transportation  services  serving  the  City  as  a  whole.   These 
are: 

1.  The  Southeast  Expressway  which  cuts  off  our 
flank  from  the  waterfront. 

2.  The  Storrow  Drive  Ramp  which  separates  our  businesses 
from  the  Charles  River. 

3.  The  Government  Center  Parking  Garage  which  blocks 
us  visually  from  Government  Center/Quincy  flarket. 

I 

h.      The  M.B.T.A.  Green  Line  which  cuts  right  through 
our  heart  with  noise,  dirt,  and  shadow  from  the 
elevated  structure. 

The  Green  Line  elevated  obviously  has  the  most  devistating 
effect  on  the  area.   The  Safdie  plan  is  a  dramatic,  exciting 
plan.   However,  we  feel  that  without  the  removal  of  the  Green 
Line,  the  plan  cannot  begin. 

We  know  that  without  a  pressing  reason  for  the  Green  Line 
to  be  relocated,  it  will  not  be!   Such  a  major  undertaking  is 
far  too  costly,  complicated  and  uncertain  for  private  develop- 
ment sources  to  undertake.   Accordingly,  the  relocation  must 
be  totally  the  result  of  government  action.   This  action  can 
only  be  initiated  if  the  Federal  Building  is  located  at  North 
Stat  ion . 

The  transportation  links  that  blight  the  North  Station  area 
were  placed  there  by  various  government  agencies.   You,  the 
City,  State  and  Federal  Governments  have  caused  us  years  of 
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noise,  dirt  and  decay.    We  have  been  forgotten  as  a  viable 
part  of  downtown  Boston.   It  is  now  time  for  you  to  live  up 
to   your  responsibilities  and  remove  this  blight.   You  owe 
the  North  Station  area  this  building. 

Locate  the  Federal  Building  elsewhere  and  the  elevated 
removal  can  be  forgotten.   Leave  the  elevated,  and  the  entire 
North  Station  area  can  be  forgotten  for  another  25  years. 

But  if  you  do  decide  on  our  area,  the  Downtown  North 
Association  pledges  the  full  support  of  it's  membership  and  in 
the  obtaining  of  support  from  non-members.   We  will  donate 
much,  much  time  and  whatever  financial  resources  we  can  gather 
together  to  assist  in  this  project. 

I  am  attaching  a  letter  of  support  for  the  new  Federal 
Building  at  North  Station  which  has  been  signed  by  our  area 
businessmen,  both  members  and  non-members  of  the  Downtown 
North  Association.   Although  we  know  that  your  building  will 
impact  traffic,  parl<ing  and  many  other  factors  in  our  area, 
we  want  you.   You  will  find  us  good  people  and  especially 
good  neighbors. 

Other  areas  of  Boston  have  had  their  chance  and  are  now 
clean  and  new.   Now,  give  us  our  chancel   Put  your  building 
where  it  belongs:   at  North  Station. 


Very  truly  yours. 


SC/ehm 
Enclosures 

Address  repl ies  to: 


Sargent  Col  1 ier 
Pres  i  dent 


125  Pearl  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


02110 


482-8870 
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Kiy   15,  1980 

Mr.  La^vTence  F.  Rretta 

Administrator 

General  Services  Administration 

J.   W.  McCominck  Post  Office  imd  Courtliousc 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02109        ' 

Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

The  City  of  Boston  has  become  a  model  for  all  other  American 
cities  to  emulate.   It  has  rebuilt  its  buildings,  its  institutions  and 
its  spirit  until,  today,  it  is  viewed  increasingly  as  a  prime  example 
of  successful  urban  revitalization  and  growth. 

U'e,  as  developers  of  Lafayette  Place,  share  the  excitement  and 
enthusiasm  of  a  growing  Boston.  To  a  great  extent,  what  is  good  for 
Boston  is  obviously  good  for  Lafayette  Place.  IVhat  perhaps  is  not  as 
obvious  is  that  wliat  is  good  for  Lafayette  Place  contributes  to  a 
stronger  Boston.  In  this  context  we  are  convinced  that  removal  of  the 
GSA  building  from  lower  Washington  Street  is  not  good  for  Lafayette  Place, 
and  thus  the  impact  of  the  removal  to  tlie  city  must  be  assessed  very 
carefully. 

Our  concern  is  very  strong  on  this  issue.  Historically,  retail 
development  has  been  the  most  difficult  and  resistant  part  of  downtown  re- 
development in  this  country.  Yet,  as  most  urban  planners  and  developers 
mil  tell  you,  the  glue  that  holds  the  downtown  together  must^  be  a  strong 
retail  district. 

Retailing  provides  vigor  and  life.  It  provides  secure  night  life 
and  relates  to  other  activities  of  the  city.  Retailing  stimulates  and 
strengthens  other  businesses  and  gives  a  boost  to  the  spirit  of  any  city. 
It  is  the  infrastructure  --  the  spine  --  that  makes  a  city  attractive  to 
work  in  and  ultimately,  to  live  in.  Throughout  the  country,  office  and 
residential  developments  have  benefited  from  a  strong  retail  spine.  In 
fact,  in  most  cases  strong  residential  projects  have  come  as  the  result 
of  a  strong  retail  and  office  development. 

For  Boston,  that  retail  excitement  will  be  generated  by  a  strong, 
flourishing  Lafayette  Place,  linked  to  and  tying  together  all  the  existing 
retail  operations  in  the  area.  Removing  the  GSA  building  from  its  proposed 
environment  comes  at  a  time  when  it  can  have  dire  effects  on  how  strong 
Lafayette  Place  and  Boston's  Central  Business  District  will  become.  With 
the  GSA  building,  Lafayette  Place  would  grow  beyond  the  present  plans  to 
the  scale  that  it  needs  to  withstand  competition  within  the  city  and  the 
region,  and  to  be  a  match  for  all  city  cores  nation-wide  and  in  the  world. 


Mr.  Lawience  F.  Bretta 


May  15,  J  980 


Tlie  iincertaiiity  now  suriouiu]  in;'  the  plncciiiont  of  the  (iSy\  buildini;  is 
jeopardizing  the  eiTorts  of  niaiiy  i',ithips  --  tlic  (Ihaiiiher  of  t^oinnicrcc,  the 
Greater  Boston  Real  listatc  Boaid,  the  adjoining  retailers,  the  Chinese 
coniiiiiuiity,  the  developers,  tlie  lending  institutions,  and  many  rejireseiitat  i  ves 
of  the  City  of  Boston.  Nearly  al!  these  groups  have  supported  tlie  siting  oi' 
the  GSA  building  in  the  vicinit;.-  oi'   Lafayette  Place,  and,  basing  their 
asMunptions  on  its  location  there,  have  been  woiKing  in  good  faith  to  ac- 
coiiiplish  a  rejuvenated  dountown  retail  core. 

We  have  viewed  the  completion  of  tlie  CSA  building  adjacent  to  Lai'ayetLe 
Place  in  the  next  few  years  as  a  treincndous  shot  in  the  arm  necessary  to  the 
successful  birth  of  this  complex.   It  would  occiu~  at  the  time  when  the  newly 
installed  retailers  ai-e  stait  ing  tlieir  business'-s,  the  most  vailnerable  time 
foi-  any  retail  operation. 

The  removal  of  the  GSA  building  would  upset  the  delicate  timing  factor. 

(.)f  course,  we  do  not  c|uestion  the  examination  of  alternate  sites  which 
is  a  legitimate  and  responsible  exei\"isc  for  tlie  le;ider"slii  p  of  Boston.  Our 
laith  in  that  leadership  helped  draw  us  to  j'.osioa  in  the  1  i  rst  place.   In 
analyzing  the  new  alternatives,  we  must  ask  several  (|uestions. 

Does  Boston  benefit  more  or  less  by  haviiig  the  GSA  building  removed 
from  lower  Washington  Street,  as  we  have  not  seen  oi-  heaixl  of  a  specific 
alternative  to  make  the  removal  less  damaging  to  Lafayette  Place  and  the 
Central  Business  District? 

Uliy  is  the  GSA  building  essential  to  spur  much  needed  residential 
development  at  the  North  Station?  Have  developers  refused  to  consider  resi- 
dential development  without  a  federal  office  building  nearby?  Are  we  wTong 
in  believing  that  the  need  for  quality  residential  development  in  Boston  is 
so  strong  tliat  it  can  stand  on   its  o\'m? 


L'inally,  the  GSA  building  on  lower  IVasliiiigtou  Street  is  vital  fc^r  the 
positive  evolution  of  the  "combat  zone".  Specifically  referring  to  this, 
Paul  Shccline,  Chairman  of  Intercontineiital  Hotels  Corporation,  recently 
said  words  to  the  effect  that  he  wouldn't  mind  "putting  his  hotels  in  cities 
wliere  revolutions  were  200  years  old."  But  he  "wouldn't  want  to  end  up  in 
another  combat  zone."  He  was  humorously  alluding  to  lllC's  hotels  in 
Teheran  and  other  crisis-ridden  cities. 

We  have  always  viewed  lower  Wasiunjvtoji  Street  as  the  liinge  pin  that 
will  unite  the  Prudential  development  and  the  Central  Business  District. 
Tliere  can  be  no  doubt  that  construction  of  tlie  GSA  building  on  lower  Washing- 
ton Street  and  the  ripple  effect  it  would  create  will  trigger  reestablish- 
iiient  of  this  area  as  the  primary  focus  for  legitiiiyitc  business  activity  in 
a  vibrant  dowTltov^m  Boston.  _ 


•CO  Tonci  Otyicri 
c/o  Mondcv  International  Ltd 
(^ne  Westmount  Sciuarc 
Montreal  ,  f.Hio. 
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■  .vrrui-vr  offices       Rnslon.Massachusella  02WI 


May  30,  1980 


Mr.  Lawrence  F.  Bretta 

Administrator 

General  Service  Administration        j 

J.  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and 

Courthouse 
Boston,  MA  02109 

Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

Thank  you  for  your  invitation  to  submit  written  comments  regarding  trie  proposed 
North  Station  site  for  the  new  Federal  Office  Building. 

As  you  know,  the  Mayor  has  indicated  that  in  his  view,  no  additional  public  in- 
vestment is  needed  for  the  central  business  district,  and  the  placement  of  the 
GSA  building  at  North  Station  is  a  rare  opportunity  for  that  part  of  the  city. 

I  am  not  convinced  of  this  fact,  and  ask  that  in  your  consideration  of  the  North 
Station  site,  you  satisfy  yourself  that  the  central  business  district  will  pros- 
per without  the  GSA  building.   There  has  been  a  significant  commitment  of  federal 
dollars  already  to  this  area  -  Downtown  Crossing,  Lafayette  Place  -  and  J  am 
sure  you  are  concerned  about  protecting  this  investment  as  well  as  obtaining  a 
suitable  location  for  the  building. 

In  my  view,  the  placement  of  the  building  in  the  central  business  district  would 
be  the  final,  conclusive  step  in  solidifying  that  area  and  eradicating  the  Combat 
Zone.   As  the  Mayor  so  eloquently  states,  there  is  private  investment  surrounding 
the  area:   Lafayette  Place,  the  Savoy,  the  Metropolitan  Center,  Tufts-New  England 
Medical  Center,  South  Station  Development,  the  State  Transportation  building. 
However,  a  large  void  remains  in  the  center  of  this  area,  waiting  for  the  massive 
infusion  of  workers  and  visitors  so  badly  needed  to  ensure  the  success  of  all 
those  projects.   The  GSA  building  would  have  provided  this  vitality. 

I  sense  that  we  are  at  a  critical  stage  in  1980.   We  have  a  pedestrian  mall,  but 
we  also  have  benches  full  of  long  term  residents  and  streets  full  of  young  gangs. 
We  have  national  fast  food  stores,  not  the  major  Boston  retailers  of  a  few  years 
ago.   We  have  a  Jordan  Marsh  which  has  reduced  in  size,  a  pinball  arcade  whicli  is 
a  haven  for  pickpockets,  a  former  Kennedy's  retail  store  standing  conspiciously 
dark  and  vacant,  and  a  major  development  coming  out  of  the  ground  with  not  a  soli' 
retail  tenant  in  it. 

1980  should  be  the  year  to  eradicate  the  Combat  Zone,  ensure  the  success  of  Lafay- 
ette Place,  complete  the  Theatre  District,  and  preserve  Chinatown.   In  my  view, 
GSA  would  have  achieved  all  this. 
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Mr.  Lawrence  F.  Bretta  J 

May  29,  1980  '! 

i 

It  you  consider  the  North  Station  site  favorably,  I  hope  you  v/ili  also  (nake  sure 
that  the  central  business  district  is  not  unprotected  and  forgotten,  left  to 
deteriorate  even  further.   I  hopo  the  city  planners  and  development  experts  of       j 
vho  federal  government  will  take  an  independent  look  at  the  effect  of  nioving  the     j 
GSA  to  North  Station,  and  guarantee  that  there  is  ?.n  alternative  for  the  central 
l;:.usiness  district  which  will  be  equally  as  effective  to  attract  private  developer    ' 
interest,  ; 

it  is  r.:y  fear  tliat  an  annourx-enient  that  the  GSA  building  v;iil  be  located  at  Mor  1  h    I 
;:tation  -  without  a  simultaneous  announcement  of  something  concrete  and  definite 
for  Lower  Washington  Street  -  will  be  a  major  blow  to  the  present  and  future 
;-.ealth  of  the  central  business  district. 

J  appreciate  your  serious  review  of  these  issues,  which  are  important,  I  believe,    i 
t.o  the  total  economic  health  of  the  city,  and  would  be  happy  to  assist  you  in  any    1 

way .  j 

Since re].y  your:?, 


We R ton  P .  I'  i gains 
Chairn;an 

Wt'F:dck 
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MAY     6  1980 


Boston 

Landmarks 

Commission 

Ciiy  Hali,  lV.>sion 
Massiuhusciis  02201 
1617)722-4300 


Mr.   Lawrence  F.   Bretta 
Regional  Director,    Region  I 
General  Services  Administration 
McCormack  Building  /  Room  601 
.Boston,   MA     02109 

Dear  Mr.    Bretta: 


("iiy  of  l^osto!! 

Ki.-viii  11.  Willi!.-,  Mayni 

Mrinhri.s 

Pauline Ch.ise  ILirrfll, 

Cltiunviiiiniu 

IaWRMW-  a.  liiaiithi 

l.ibhy  Hl.mk 

i  honiasj.  Hyncs,  jr. 

l.uix  Ovcilx'a 

Martlia  L..  Kodinian 

HciiryA.  \V<«Hi 

s'irginia  Aiiiruli 
Konia.-i  -'\.  Hiii  kus 
John  Y.  (ItKikt- 
.Sii.san  .S   I)a\i> 
Joaiih.  (.'.u.k!v 
Rogei  P.  I.<H!g  . 

Margaret  .Supjilcc  .Smith 
CaiiA.ZdhK-r 

.Mania  Nhcis, 


Thank  you,  on  behalf  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission, 
for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  site  selection  for  the 
proposed  Federal  Office  Building"  in  Boston . 

As  you  may  recall,   the  Landmarks  Commission  has  offered 
testimony  at  past  hearings  on   this  subject.  The  focus  of 
this   testimony  has  been  support  for  GSA  compliance  with 
the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act.      This  Com.mission 
had  been  hopeful  that  a  serious  effort  would  be  made  to 
reuse  existing  buildings,   as   the  Act  calls  for,   rather  than 
adopt  a  solution  involving  only  new  construction.     We  have 
been  disappointed  that  the  prospectus  process  and  the 
resulting  program  requirements  of  GSA,   combined  with  the 
current  circumstances  in  the  real  estate  market  and  GSA's 
own  preferences,   have  not  meshed  to  allow  for  a  project 
combining  new  construction  with  the  reuse  of  existing 
buildings.      The  Commission's  present  position  is  that  it 
actively  opposes  the  location  of  a  single  office  tower  totalling 
approximately   1  million  square  feet  in  the  Theatre  District 
in  general  and  a  site  adjacent  to  Boston  Common  in  particular. 

Given  present  circumstances,   the  Commission  now  favors  the 
fourth   site  under  consideration,   North   Station.      Siting  a 
new  office  buildifig  on  one  of  the  sites  offered  by  the 
Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  would  not  require  the 
demolition  of  significant  structures  and  would  be  likely  to 
have  a  less  adverse  impact  on  historic  resources  than  would 
be  true  in  the  Theatre  District.      The  project  could  also 
serve  as  a  catalyst  for  private  investment  in  the  nearby 
area  known  as  the  Bulfinch  Triangle,   an  area  which  may  be 
eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
The  Commission  recognizes  that  a  new  Federal  Office  Building 
at  North  Station  might  conceivably  have  some  potentially 
negative  effects  on  the  Bulfinch  Triangle  resulting  from 
increased  interest  in  development  of  the  area.     The  Commission 
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urges,   therefoi^e,   that  if  a  site  at  North  Station  is  chosen, 
the  Federal  government  work  with   the  City  of  Boston  to 
encourage  development  in  the  Bulfinch  Triangle  area  that  is 
appropriate  to  its  history  and  architectural  character. 

Again,    given  present  cii'cumstances,    the  Boston  Landmarks 
Commission  believes  that  a  Noi'th  Station  location  offers  the 
best  all-round  solution  available  among  the  four  sites  under 
consideration.      The  Commission  offers  its  assistance  in 
addressing  issues  pertaining  to  the  protection  of  historic 
resources  in  the  adjacent  Bulfinch  Triange. 


Pauline  Chase  llarrell 
Chairwoman 


S/235/K 
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NOTICE:   The  Public  Buildings  Service  has  prepared  this  document  f jc  use  in  the 

General  Services  Administration  Construction  Program.   Dsers  of  this  document  for 

any  other  purpose  are  cautioned  that  it  is  subject  to  change  without  notice.   It 
is  not  to  be  used  as  a  basis  for  bid  quotations. 

GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION  PBS (PCD):   01500 

WASHINGTON,  DC   20405  June  1979 


PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  SERVICE 
GDIDE  SPECIFICATION 

CONSTRUCTION  FACILITIES  AND  TEMPORARY  CONTROLS 

GENERAL  NOTES 

1.  Problems  arising  from  the  use  of  this  specification  should  be  referred  to  the 
Chief,  Criteria  and  Research  Branch,  Public  Buildings  Service,  General  Services 
Administration,  Washington,  DC  20405. 

2.  The  capital  letters  in  the  right  hand  margins  indicate  that  there  is  a  Special 
Note  pertaining  to  that  portion  of  the  guide  specification.   It  is  intended  that 
the  letters  in  the  margins  be  deleted  before  typing  the  project  specifications. 

3-   Where  numbers,  symbols,  words,  phrases,  clauses,  or  sentences  in  this  specifica- 
tion are  enclosed  in  brackets  [  ],  a  choice  or  modification  must  be  made;  delete 
inapplicable  portion  (s)  carefully.   Where  blank  spaces  occur  in  sentences,  insert 
the  appropriate  data.  Where  entire  paragraphs  are  not  applicable,  they  should 
be  deleted  completely. 


01500-N-l 


222 


GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION  PBS (PCD):   01500 

WASHINGTON,  DC   20405  June  1979 


PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  SERVICE 
GUIDE  SPECIFICATION 

SECTION  01500  (B) 

CONSTRUCTION  FACILITIES  AND  TEMPORARY  CONTROLS  (A) 

1.  CEREMONIES: 

1.1  Subject  to  mutually  satisfactocy' arrangements  between  the  parties 
of  the  contract,  the  Government  may  enter  the  premises  during  the  term  of  the 
contract  to  conduct  ceremonies,  such  as  laying  the  cornerstone  or  dedication 
ceremonies,  and  to  occupy  temporarily  such  portions  of  the  premises  as  may  be 
necessary. 

2.  CONSTRUCTION  SIGN: 

2.1   See  Specification  Drawing.   Contractor  shall  furnish  and  erect  (C) 

sign  on  the  site  of  the  project  as  soon  as  practicable  after  commencement  of 
work,  located  where  directed  by  the. Construction  Engineer. 

3.  SAFETY  BARRICADES: 

3.1  Provide  safety  barricades  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  the 

Building  Code  of  the  City  of  — — ■ -— , 

, ,  and  the  applicable  municipal  and  state 

ordinances  and  codes. 


3.2   Barricades  shall  be  removed  upon  completion  of  the  project,  in 
accordance  with  local  ordinance  and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Construction 
Engineer.  ■ 

4.   USE  OF  POWER  EQUIPMENT  BY  CONTRACTOR: 

4.1  Elevator  (3)  used  for  temporary  service  during  construction  shall  be 
provided  with  temporary  platform (s)  and  cab(s)  complying  with  American  Standards 
Safety  Code  for  Building  Construction:   Safety  Requirements  for  Personnel  Hoist, 
A10.4  during  the  period  of  use.   Before  acceptance  by  the  Government,  new  hoist- 
ing and  governor  ropes  shall  be  installed,  brake  shoes  relined,  worn  or  damaged 
controller  parts  replaced  and  other  equipment  placed  in  condition  equal  to  new. 

4.2  Escalators  (moving  stairways)  shall  not  be  used  by  the  Contractor  for 
transporting  materials  or  employees  at  any  time  during  the  term  of  the  contract. 

01500-1 
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4.3   Power  operated  window  washing  scaffold,  if  used  for  temporary  service 
during  construction,  shall  be  provided  with  temporary  plywood  protection  over 
walkway  flooring  of  roof  car  and  working  platform  during  the  period  of  use. 
Before  inspection  for  acceptance  by  the  Government,  new  hoisting  ropes  shall 
be  installed,  brake  shoes  relined,  all  worn  or  damaged  controller  parts  replaced 
and  all  other  equipment  placed  in  condition  equal  to  new,  by  the  Contractor. 
Contractor  shall  clean  roof  car,  working  platform  and  garage  of  all  refuse. 
Power  operated  window  washing  scaffold. shall  be  stored  in  the  roof  garage  at 
all  times  while  not  in  use.  > 

E&R  5.   PROTECTION:  (D) 

5.1  The  Contractor  shall  provide  adequate  protection  for  all  parts  of 
the  building,  its  contents  and  occupants  wherever  work  under  this  contract  is 
performed.   Furniture,  office  fixtures  and  carpets  shall  be  moved  as  necessary 
for  proper  performance  of  the  work,  stored  on  the  premises,  protected  and 
properly  replaced. 

5.2  The  Contractor  shall  provide  dustproof  enclosures  or  partitions  for 
protection  where  dusty  or  dirty  work  is  performed.  Debris  shall  be  dampened 
when  removed  to  avoid  dusting. 

5.3  Temporary  weatherproof  partitions  with  suitable  [doors]  [and] 
[windows]  shall  be  provided  before  exterior  walls  are  removed. 

5.4  Provide  safety  barricades  and  signs  to  prevent  building  occupants 
from  walking  into  an  area  being  worked  on  during  Government  working  hours; 
remove  such  barricades  and  signs  when  work  is  completed  and  it  is  safe  for 
building  occupants  to  enter  the  space  or  area. 

ESR  6.   CAUTION:  (D) 

6.1  Vault  doors  in  this  building  may  be  equipped  with  protective  devices 
having  tear  gas  attachments.   The  Contractor  shall  consult  the  Building  Manager 
to  ascertain  whether  vault  doors  in  areas  under  this  contract  are  so  equipped. 
It  is  unsafe  for  persons  unfamiliar  with  such  protective  devices  to  tamper  with 
or  disturb  them. 

6.2  If  a  vault  door  so  equipped  is  to  be  removed,  left  open  or  reset, 

the  Contractor  shall  give  the  Construction  Engineer  or  the  Building  Manager  of 
the  building  two  weeks'  notice  to  arrange  for  disconnecting  the  protective 
devices. 
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ESil   7.       EQUIPMENT   ON    THE   SITE:  (D) 

7.1  Equipment    (other    than   mechanical   equipment)    including    but    not    limited 

to    furniture,    metal    shelving,    office    fittings,    desk    and    bracket    fans,    lobby   desks, 
bulletin   boards,    directory   boards,    lockboxes,    letter    and   package   drops,    mail 
chutes    and   letter    boxes,    wire   mesh   partitions,   movable   office    partitions, 
directional   signs,    vault   doors   and    vault  equipment,    grilles    and    sash   at    service 
windows    in   Postal   Service    screen    and   metal    drawers    in   Postal   Se.vice    screen, 
shall    remain    the   propecty  of    the    Government. 

7.2  Such   equipment    that    is   to    remain    in  place   within    the    area   of   contract 
operations    shall   be    covered    and   protected    against    damage    or    loss.      Equipment 
that    is    removed    in   per f oririance   of   work   under    this   contract   shall   be   stored   on 
the   premises   where   directed,    or    shall   be    reused    in  work   as    required    by   drawings 
and    specifications.      Equipment    temporarily    removed    shall    be   protected,    cleaned 
and    replaced   equal    to    its    condition   prior    to   starting   work   under    this   contract. 
Security   for    equipment   or    material   that    is    to   be   reused   and    is    removed    for 
temporary   storage    shall    be    the    sola   responsibility  of    the   Contractor. 

E&fi    8.      MATERIALS    ON'    THE    SITE:  (E) 

8.1     Construction   materials   and    items   of  mechanical    and   electrical 
equipment    that   are    removed    and   not   reused   under    this   contract,    shall    [remain 
the    property  of    the   Government   and    shall   be   stored   on    the   premises   where 
directed] .       [becomes    the   property   of    the   Contractor    and    the    salvage    value    shall 
be    reflected    in    the    bids].      Materials    removed   amd   not    reserved    as    property  of 
the   Government   and   not    reused    in    the   work   shall   be    removed    from   the    site    by   the 
Contractor.       [Storage   or    sale  of   excess    salvable  material  on    the    site   will   not 
be    permitted.] 

9.  WATER,    UTILITIES: 

9.1     Utility   services    supplying    the    premises   are    not   available   for    use 
in    this   work.      Contractor    shall   make   his   own    arrangements    for    such   services. 

EiR  9.2     Premises    are    supplied   with    water    and   electrical   services   which   may  (D! 

be   used    in   this   work,    subject    to    regulations   of    the   Government  Agency   in 
control.      Contractor    shall   make   his   own   arrangements    for    such    services. 

10.  TOILET    FACILITIES: 

10.1     Contractor    shall   provide    toilet   accommodations    for    his    personnel, 
with    sewer    and   water    connections   where   possible,    keep   in   sanitary  condition 
and,   on   completion   of    the   contract,    remove   and   leave   premises      lean. 
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ESR      10.2  Contractor '3  personnel  will  be  permitted  to  use  a  toilet  room  on  the    (D) 
premises  subject  to  regulation  and  control  of  the  Construction  Engineer. 

11.   HEATING: 

11.1  Heat  shall  be  provided  in  accordance  with  "Heat"  clause  of  the  General 
Conditions,  GSA  Form  1139.   Heat  shall  also  be  provided  where  temporary  heat 

is  required  for  work  under  other  sections  of  the  specifications. 

11.2  Approval  of  proposed  temporary  heating  systems  must  be  obtained  from 
the  Contracting  Officer  prior  to  being  placed  in  service.   Oil  burners,  sala- 
manders, or  open  braziers  will  not  be  permitted. 

11.3  The  Contractor  may  'utilize  the  heating  system  and  related  equipment 
to  furnish  the  specified  heating  results  prior  to  the  time  of  completion  of  the 
building.   However,  the  equipment  shall  be  operated  by  qualified  personnel  and 
in  accordance  with  manufacturers'  instructions  and  good  engineering  practice. 
Heating  system  piping  shall  be  cleaned,  flushed,  and  filled  with  treated  water 
prior  to  use  for  temporary  heat;  treatment  must  be  in  accordance  with  the  recom- 
mendations of  a  qualified  water  treatment  laboratory,  and  shall  be  addition  to 
the  final  treatment  hereinafter  specified  under  another  section  of  the 
specification. 

11.4  Contractor  shall,  prior  to  the  time  of  final  inspection,  place  the 
heating  system  and  related  equipment  in  first-class,  equal  to  new  condition, 
satisfactory  to  the  Contracting  Officer.   Boiler  water  treatment  shall  be  pro- 
vided if  condensate  is  wasted  or  if  its  use  is  considered  necessary  by  the 
Contracting  Officer  or  his  authorized  representative. 

11.5  The  operation  of  the  equipment  shall  not  change  the  date  of  the 
guarantee  period. 

11.6  The  Contractor  shall  be  entitled  to  additional  payment  for  heat  only 
to  the  extent  provided  under  the  "Changes"  or  "the  Suspension  of  Work"  clauses, 
of  the  General  Provisions,  Standard  Form  23-A. 

ESR  12.   HEATING: 

12.1     Heat   shall   be  provided   as    follows: 

12.1.1     In  accordance  with   "Heat"   clause  of   the  General  Conditions,   GSA 
Form   1139, 
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12.1.2  In  areas  o£  existing  building  occupied  by  Govecnment  personnel 
during  the  term  of  the  contract,  to  maintain  a  temperature  not  less  than 
65-68  degrees  Fahrenheit. 

12.2  The  building  will  be  [vacated]  [occupied]  during  the  term  of  this 
contract  and  the  Contractor  shall,  without  additional  cost  to  the  Government, 
furnish  and  install  all  necessary  temporary  facilities,  such' as  partitions, 
enclosures,  radiation,  piping  and  boiler  equipment.  Including  i£  necessary, 
temporary  installation  of  auxiliary  heating  equipment  and  temporary  alterations 
in  existing  heating  equipment. 

12.3  The  Contracting  Officer  will  determine  sufficiency  of,  and  time  when 
heat  is  to  be  provided  in  occupied  portions  of  the  building. 

12.4  Contractor  may  utilize  the  existing  heating  system  and  the  new 
equipment,  as  required.   Fuel  will  be  provided  by  the  Government.   However, 
prior  to  final  inspection,  the  entire  system  shall  be  placed  in  condition 
satisfactory  to  the  Contracting  Officer. 

13.   ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION: 

13.1  Environmental  Control  Officer. 

13.1.1  The  Contractor  shall  designate  one  of  his  staff  as  'Environmental 
Control  Officer'.  The  duties  of  such  designee  shall  include  the  responsibility 
for  enforcing  the  environmental  protection  provisions  of  these  specifications; 
the  requirements  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act,  and  other  applicable 
Federal,  state  and  local  standards. 

13.1.2  As  outlined  in  the  applicable  sections  of  this  specification. 
Contractor  shall  submit,  for  approval  by  the  Contracting  Officer,  his  intended 
traffic  flow  plan,  security  plan,  program  for  temporary  structures,  houseclean- 
ing  plan,  erosion  control  plan  and  demolition  program.  After  approval  by  the 
Contracting  Officer,  the  implementation  and  enforcement  of  these  programs  shall 
become  the  responsibility  of  the  Environmental  Control  Officer.   Any  changes  in 
the  programs  must  be  requested  by  the  Contractor  through  the  Environmental 
Control  Officer  for  written  concurrence  by  the  Contracting  Officer. 

13.2  Soil  Disposal  and/or  Borrow. 

13.2.1  Contractor  shall  dispose  of  excess  soil  and/or  obtain  borrow  only 
at  locations  shown  on  drawings.  All  soil  disposal  and/or  borrow  work  shall  be 
conducted  in  strict  accordance  with  requirements  of  local  regulatory  authorities. 
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13.3  Solid,  Liquid,  and  Gaseous  Containinants . 

13.3.1  Contractor  shall  be  responsible  foe  the  proper  disposal  of  alj. 
solid,  liquid,  and  gaseous  contaminants  In  accordance  with  .^11  local  codes  and 
regulations,  together  with  the    following  re'^uirements: 

13.3.1.1  Gaseous  contaminants  shall  be  discharged  in  such  a  manner  that 
they  will  be  sufficiently  diluted  with  fresh  air  that  the  toxicity  will  ba 
reduced  to  an  acceptable  level. 

13.3.1.2  Liquid  contaminants  may,  subject  to  local  utility  standards,  be 
diluted  with  water  to  a  level  of  quality  acceptable  in  the  local  sewer  system, 
or  shall  be  contained  In  approved  vessels  for  disposal  at  approved  sites. 

13.4  Disposal  of  Refuse . 

13.4.1   Refuse  resulting  from  construction  operations  shall  be  removed  from 
the  site,  except  where  State  or  local  requirements  permit  burning  on  the  site. 
If  State  and  local  requirements  permit  burning  on  the  site,  the  Contractor  shall 
provide  the  Contracting  Officer  a  copy  of  State  and/or  local  permit  or  license 
reflecting  the  State  or  local  approval. 

13.5  Covered  Chutes. 

13.5.1     All   cliutes    for    refuse,    etc.,    shall   be   covered,    or    of   such   a  design 
as    to   fully   confine    the   material    to   prevent   the   dissemination   of   dust. 

13.6  Trucking. 

13.6.1  All  trucks  leaving  the  site  with  earthen  materials  or  loose  debris 
shall  be  loaded  in  a  manner  that  will  prevent  dropping  of  materials  on  streets 
and  shall  have  suitable  tarpaulins  fastened  over  the  load  before  they  enter  sur- 
rounding paved  streets.   Trucks  bringing  earthen  materials  over  paved  streets 

to  the  site  shall  be  similarly  loaded  and  covered. 

13.6.2  At  all  points  where  trucks  will  leave  the  site  and  enter  surrounding 
paved  streets,  the  Contractor  shall  maintain  a  suitable  truck  wheel  washing  in- 
stallation and  crew  to  prevent  any  mud  froiL  being  carried  onto  such  adjacent 
paved  streets.   All  trucks,  or  other  vehicles  leaving  the  site  at  any  time  shall 
be  hosed  and  washed  clean  of  mud  and  dirt  clinging  to  wheels  and  exterior  body 
surfaces.   Installation  shall  be  provided  with  a  concrete  or  macadam  slab,  ar- 
ranged to  assure  adequate  drainage  to  prevent  puddling;  washdown  area  shall  be 
kept  clean  to  further  assure  vehicular  cleanliness. 
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13.6.3     The  Contractor   shall  conform   to  all   local  regulations   regarding 
load  Halts. 

13.7  Construction  Site  Maintenance. 

13.7.1  All  supplies  and  equipment  on  project  site  shall  be  stored  in  such 

a  manner  as  to  preclude  mechanical  and  climatic  damage.   Site  shall  be  maintained 
in  a  neat  and  orderly  manner  as  to  further  minimize  hazards  to  personnel, 
supplies  and  equipment. 

13.7.2  Contractor  shall  be  resportsible  for  maintaining  the  temporary 
structures  and  construction  enclosure  (fence)  in  good  repair  and  visually 
pleasant.   He  shall  further  provide  adequate  security  to  prevent  the  presence 

of  unauthorized  persons  on  the  site,  and  to  keep  gates  secured  when  not  in  actual 
use  to  insure  the  integrity  of  the  barrier  as  well  as  for  property  security. 

13.8  Moise  Control. 

13.8.1     Equipment   to  ba  employed  on   this   site   shall   not   produce   a  noise 
level  exceeding   the   following  limits   in  Ob (A)    at  a  distance  of   50   feet   from   the 
equipment  under   test. 


Equipment 

Earthmoving 

front  loader 

79 

backhoes 

85 

dozers 

80 

tractors 

80 

scrapers 

88 

graders 

85 

truck 

91 

paver 

89 

Materials  Handling 

concrete  mixer 

85 

concrete  pump 

82 

crane 

83 

derrick 

88 

Stationary 

pumps 

76 

generators 

78 

compressors 

81 

Impact 

pile  drivers 

101 

jack  hammers 

88 

rock  drills 

98 

pneumatic  tools 

86 

Other 

saws 

78 

vibrators 

76 

13.8.2     The  Contractor   shall   comply  with   all   applicable  state   and   local 
laws,  ordinances,   and  regulations  relative  to  noise  control. 
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13.8.3  Stationary  •qulpment  aay  be  provided  with  acoustical  enclosures 
to  provide  the  required  sound  attenuation  subject  to  continued  maintenance  of 
such  enclosures  to  assure  that  maxifflun  sound  levels  specified  are  not  exceeded. 

13.8.4  Where  field  sound  measurements  reveal  sound  levels  exceeding 
those  listed  above.  Contractor  shall  cease  operating  such  equipment  and  repair 
oc  replace  it  with  equipment  complying  with  these  sound  levels. 

14.  ENEKGY  (XNSSRVATZOM: 

14.1  Energy  Conservation  Officer. 

14.1.1  Contractor  shall  designate  one  of  his  staff  as  'Energy  Conservation 
Officer".   The  duties  of  such  designee  shall  include  the  development  and  imple- 
mentation of  a  program  for  minimizing  the  use  of  energy  on  the  site. 

14.1.2  The  program,  after  approval  by  the  Contracting  Officer,  shall  be 
posted  in  a  conspicuous  location  so  that  all  personnel  employed  on  the  project 
may  be  made  aware  of  the  need  to  conserve  energy  at  all  times. 

15.  ARCHAEOLOGICAI.  RIGHTS: 

15.1  There  is  a  possibility  that  items  of  archaeological  significance  may 
be  found  during  the  excavation  of  the  site.   In  such  event,  the  Contractor  shall 
stop  excavation  in  the  vicinity  of  the  find  and  notify  the  Contracting  Officer 
immediately;  subsequent  excavation  work  shall  proceed  as  directed  by  the  Con- 
tracting Officer.  All  items  found  which  are  considered  to  have  archaeological 
significance  are  the  property  of  the  Government. 
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SPECIAL    NOTES 


This    is    a   new    specification    section    that    includes    items   of    construction 
facilities    and    temporary   controls    that    were    previously    included    in    Section 
PBS(Pc:D):       CIOOO,    special   conditions,    dated    August    1977. 

The    section   number    should   be    inserted    in    the    specification   heading    and    prefixed 
to   each   page    number    in   project    specifications. 

Specification    drawing    01000-1    should   be    included   when    this    built    for   GSA   and 
specif icaticn    drawing    01000-2   should    be    included   when    the    project    is    being 
built    by   GSA   for    a  client. 

Clauses    5,    6,    7,    9.2,    10.2,    and    12:      "E&R"    in    the    margin    indicates    requirements 
appli:;able    only    to  Repairs,    Alteration,    Extension    and   Remodeling   projects. 

Clause    3,    MATERIALS    CN    THE    SITE: 

(1)      On   E&R  projects    when   construction   materials    are    removed   and   permitted    to 

be    reused    in    the    completed    work    the    limitations    for    reuse    should    be    speci- 
fically  noted   on    the    drawings   or    specified    in    the    appropriate    technical 
sections.      Edit    this   paragraph    to   conform  with    the   project    requirements. 

i2)      Paragraph   8.1:      When   an   entire   unoccupied   building    is    to   be   demolished, 
delete    the    following   last    sentence: 

"[Storage   or    sale  of   excess   salvable  material   on   the    site   will   not   be 
permitted.]" 

(3)      When    storage    or    sale   of    excess    salvable   material   on    the    site    is    permitted 
the   following   clause   should    be    included: 

SAVE    HARMLESS    AND    INDEMNITY   AGREEMENT 


The   Contractor    shall    save   and    keep   harmless    and    indemnify   the 

Government    against    any   and    all    liability   claims,    and   costs   of   whatsoever 
kind    and   nature    for    injury    to   or    death   of   any   person   or    persons    and    for 
loss    or    damage    to   any   property    (Government   or   otherwise)    occurring    in 
connection   with   or    in   any   way    incident    to   or    arising   out   of    the   occupancy, 
use,    service,   operations,    or    performance   of   work    in   connection   with    this 
contract,    or    in   connection   with    his    selling   or   offering    to   sell   construc- 
tion materials   on    the    site,    resulting    in   whole   or    in   part   from   the   negligent 
acts   or    fault   of   Contractor,    any    subcontractor,    or    any   employee,    agent, 
or    representative   of   Contractor    or    any   subcontractor." 

F.       Clause    13,    ENVIRONMENTAL    PROTECTION: 

(1)  Paragraph    13.2:      Verify   that   drawings    show   location   of   soil   disposal   and/or 
borrow   or    fully   describe    the    location    in    this   paragraph. 

(2)  "Off    hours"    demolition:      In   urban   areas,    where   appropriate,    add    paragraph 
"Scheduling   of   Demolition  Work"    and    incorporate    an   allowable   schedule   of 
hours   consonant   with    the    hours   when    the    inordinate    amount   of   noise   emanat- 
ing  from  demolition   work   would    have    the   least    impact   on    the   area.      Coordi- 
nate  with   Guide   Specification   FCGS   02110,    "Demolition". 
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This    sheet    is    an   outlet    to   provide    relevant    feedback    comments   on    t.  e   conteT-s   of 
this    specification.      Chec!<    the    ippcopriate    boxes    below    to    indicate   wnether    the 
proposed    revision    is    an   addition,    deletion   oc   a   modification    to    the    partic-lar 
paragraph    in   question.      In   the   comment   area    labeled   RET/ISIOM,    write    the    new 
sentence   oc    paragrapn    as    it   should    be    presented;    in    the  JUSTIFICATION   s-ace, 
comment   on    tihe    reasons    for    the    revision.      Additional   comments   may    be   added   en 
separate   sheets   of   paper    if    required.      Return    to  Chief,    Criteria    and  Research 
Sranch,    Public  Buildings   Service,   General  Services   Administration,   Wasnington, 
DC   2040S. 
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Boston  Globe    Monday,  August  22,  1977 

ombat 
Zone  plan: 
Shrink  it 

BRA  would  like 
to  surround  area 

By" Richard  HudsdK  • 

Globe  Correspondent  , 

After  studying  several  ways  of 
solving  the  problems  of  Boston's  adult 
entertainment  zone,  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  is 
now  working  on  plans  to  contain  and 
gradiially  shrink  the  district  with 
major  new  building  developments, 
BRA  officials  said  yesterday. 

At  this  early  stage  in  the  planning, 
the  BRA  does  not  expect  to  eliminate  or 
move  the  Combat  Zone,  a  6  5-acre 
region  in  downtown  Boston  —  although 
it  had  considered  those  options. 

Instead,  officials  said,  ihey  hopi- 
multimillion  dollar  public  and  private 
developments  to  be  built  on  the  edges 
of  the  zone  will  bring  respectable 
businesses  into  the  area. 

^Anjong  the  proposed  developments 
is  a  $100  million  Fe^leral  courthouse, 
which  the  US  General  Services 
Administration  (GSA)  is  considering 
placing  on  the  northern  border  of  the 
zone. 

At  the  request  of  US  House  Speaker 
Thomas  P  O'Neill,  the  regional  GSA 
office  IS  now  completing  a  feasibility 
study  for  the  proposed  courthouse,  said 
Leon  Diehl,  O'Neill's  top  aide.  Thus  far 
the  GSA  iias  approved  the  courthouse 
proposal,  although  no  definite  site  has 
been  picked. 

■.  BRA  spokesman  Ralph  I  Memolo 
said  the  courthouse,  if  it  is  built  on  the 
northern  edg";  of  the  zone,  fits  right  in  to 
BRA  plans. 

On  Sept.  15,  Jordan  Marsh  plans  to 
open  its  new  building  at  Washington 
and  Summer  streets,  and  plans  are 
continuing  toward  building  a  retail 
business  complex  called  Lafayette 
Place  —  also  on  the  northern  edge  of 
the  zone. 

On  the  souther^- border,  Tufts 
University  wants  to  expand  its  denial 
center  by  adding  a  veterinary  school 
and  a  pediatric  clinic.  Also  .south  of  the 
zone,  private  investors  are  now  raising 
$3.5  million  to  renovate  ilv  Music  Hall 
at   260  Treniont   st.   m-  •tend   its 

stage  back  to  .Smwi  si.'  .  .         also  on 


BRA  plaes 
and  shrink 


•  DOWNTOWN 

Continued  from  Page  1 

the  City  Council  is  now  considering 
whether  to  approve  the  first  stage  of 
the  Park  Plaza  Complex  near  Park 
Square,  which  will  start  with  a  stale 
transportation  building 


Under  a  1974  city  zoning  regulation, 
the      Combat      Zone      runs      along 
Washington  street.  Its  southern  border     ^ 
is  20  feel  short  of  Stuar  t  and  Kn<'eland 
streets   and    its   northern    b<)r<ler   half- 
way    between     E  s  s  (>  x     street     .i  n  il 
Hayward  place.  On  the  west  it  extends      !"■?• 
half  a  block  toward  Tremont  street,  and      ^,'13 
on     the    east    a    half    block     toward 
Harrison  avenue. 


The  first-in-the-nalion  formal  adult 
entertainment  zone  was  cr<'ated  to  keep 
pornographic  bookd(.'alers.  nude  bars, 
and  x-rated  theaters  from  spreading  to 
other  parts  of  the  city,  but  BRA 
planners  have  concluded  that  ihe  idea 
is  not  working  the  way  they  would  like, 
Memolo  said. 


David  Trietrh,  director  of  planning 
for  the  theater  district,  said  many  of 
the  buildings  in  the  area  are  vacant 
above  the  first  few  floors,  because  few 
businessmen  want  their  clients  to  have 
to  walk  up  through  pnrrio  stores  on  the 
first  floor 

"It  seems  like  a  |)oor  use  ol  available 
land  space,"  said  Memolo  "We  would 
obviously  like  to  find  more  desirable 
uses  for  such  prime  development  land, 
in  the  heart  of  downtown  Boston  " 

Also  dissatisfied  with  Ihe  crime  and 
J' deteriorating  buildings  in  the  area,  the 
BRA  undcrlook  and  recently  completed 
a  preliminary  study  of  the  Combat 
Zone,  said  John  Sloan,  director  of 
urban  design. 

Several  options  were  considered  and 
rejected  One  was  to  mo\'e  the  Combat 
Zone  and  all  its  businesses  lo  another 
location,  out  of  the  high-value 
dpwntown  area.  Sloan  said  planners 
discussed  moving  the  zone  lo  North 
Station,  to  the  leather  district  near 
South  Station  and  lo  the  Fort  Point 
Channel  area. 

,  They  also  discussed  creating  "a  wild 
sort  of  Coney  Island">(n  Boston  Harbor, 
by  moving  the  pornographic  businesses 
lo  one  of  the  harbor  islands.  Sloan  said. 

All  proposals  lo  move  the  zone  were 
rejected.  "That's  not  eliminating  ihe 
problem  .--f  ihe  Combat  Zone;  that's  just 
movi>'/  ■mewhcre  else,"  he  said. 
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Washington     and     Beach     streets, 
Boston's  Combat  Zone. 


planned  developnienls  along  the 
outskirts  of  the  zone-  will  become 
"anchors."  from  whuh  other,  private 
developers  can  extend  (ur'.lui  into  the 
/.one  "We'd  like  lo  see  more  solid,  lax- 
produclive  business  supplant  solne  of 
the  businesses  alicadv  in  ihe  area,"  said 
Miniolo. 

llowev(?r,  Sloan  said  he  knew  of  no 
private  developers  who  had  expressi'd 
an  interest  in  building  near  the  large 
complexes  already  planned. 

Nevertheless,  Memolo  said.  "There  are 
considerable  investments  taking  place 
and  about  to  take  place  all  aiound  it." 
He  would  not  elaborate. 

BRA  planners  also  look  a  closer  look 
at  Detroit's  method  of  handling  adult 
entertainment.  Such  businesses  are 
prohibited  from  zoned  residential  areas 
in  Detroit  and  each  one  must  be  no 
closer  than  1000  feet  from  another. 

"That  just  wouldn't  work  for 
Boston,"  said  Sloan,  explaining  why  the 
BRA  also  rejected  this  proposal.  "Il 
would  be  a  worse  , disaster  than  we 
already  have.  Boston  has  loo  many 
residential  areas  lo  allow  such  an 
ordinance,  and  the  political  problems 
would  be  considerable." 

The  planners  settled  for  the  moment 
on  a  third  option,  which  involves 
retaining  the  zoning  ordinance  that 
created  the  area. 

"We  said  we'd  keep  it  in  the  location 
il's  in  now,  but  Iry  to  plan  and 
coordinate    development    in     the    .nrea 
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GSA  recommends 

75m  building  for  Boston 


By  Rachelle  Patterson 
Globe  Washington  Bureau 

WASHINGTON  —  The  General  Ser- 
vices Administration  has  recommended 
that  a  25-story  federal  office  building 
with  a  100,000-square-foot  parking  ga- 
rage be  built  in  Boston. 

The  $75-million  structure,  which 
would  be  larger  than  the  JFK  building, 
would  consolidate  federal  agencies  and 
departments  housed  in  15  locations. 

House  Speaker  Thomas  P.  O'Neill 
Jr.  learned  of  the  results  of  a  feasibility 
study  on  the  facility  at  a  meeting  yes- 
terday afternoon  with  GSA  Adminis- 
trator Joel  Solomon.  O'Neill  requested 
the  study  a  year  ago. 

The  Public  Works  committees  of  the 
House  and  Senate  must  approve  the 
project,  and  Congress  would  have  to 
authorize  and  appropriate  the  funds. 
An  O'Neill  aide  said  yesterday  that 
funding  'twill  be  obtained  as  soon  as 
possible."' 

The  GSA,  which  is  in  charge  of  all 
federal  buildings,  estimates  the  Boston 
project  would  generate  2500  construc- 
tion jobs  over  a  three-year  period. 


The  location  of  the  new  facility,  il 
approved  by  Congress,  has  not  been 
determined.  But  O'Neill  said,  in  a  state- 
ment, he  preferred  a  downtown  loca- 
tion to  tie  in  with  the  Carter  Adminis- 
tration's new  urban  policy,  which  seeks 
to  have  federal  facilities  placed  in  the 
central  city.  The  Combat  Zone,  accord- 
ing to  O'Neill's  aide,  is  one  possible  site. 

"Such  locations  are  readily  accessi- 
ble to  employees  of  all  income  levels," 
O'Neill  said.  "Additional  energy  would 
'foe  saved  by  using  public  transporta 
tion." 


The  GSA  leases  565,000  square  feet 
of  space  in  the  Boston  area  in  18  build- 
ings at  a  cost  of  $4.4  million  annually. 

The  federal  government  owns  five 
buildings  in  Boston  with  10,000  employ- 
ees and  1.3  million  square  feet. 

The  proposed  building,  which  would 
be  961,000  square  feet,  638,000  of  which 
would  be  occupied,  would  provide- 
enough  room  for  future  expansion  of 
federal  agencies  as  well  as  consolida- 
tion. 


236 


—  Cc  .„   c:   rt   ai 
ft)  rr^    GJ    nj    >    c: 


237 


Boston  Globe  -  K->-^    '■ ,    1978 


iia  mare 


d  is  ijcitter  tliaii  new 


^fitable  for 


There  is  no  question  that  House 
Speaker  Thomas  P  "Tip"  O  NeiU  me.ir,.'- 
•  rll.  All  he  wants  to  do  is  make  si:- ■ 
-hat  Boston  gets  a  nice  new  $7S  million, 
'i'i-story  federal  office  building  to  con- 
jiidate  federal  agencies  and  dep6"t 
;nts  currently  scattered  around  ihv 
-ity. 


The  Genera!  Services  Adiv.in;stv;i- 
:!un,  which  has  charge  of  all  thi^ 
nation's  federal  buildings,  already  has 
approved  the  project  and  there  is  iitiie 
;'.ubt  that  O'Neill  can  corral  a  favor- 
:;ie  congressional  vole. 

It  all  sounds  wonderful. 

Here  is  a  project  ihal  will  providr 
jobs  (an  estimated  2'^i')0  o\er  a  three- 
year  period),  a  fat  payroll,  local  pur- 
rhasing  of  goods  and  services  and  a 
sh;ny  new  building. 

Could  anything  be  better"" 

Unfortunately,  yes,  says  Roger  3 
.'•'ebb,  president  of  Archite.-lura!  lien- 
tage  Foundation,  and  Ken  Mandler, 
I  .'th  of  whom  recently  \\rote  letters  to 
'1;,-  Globe  warning  ag.-,;nsl  the  pro- 
r  •  ..ed  new  federal  buiidi.ng. 

The  gimmick  is  that  there  are  a  let 
a-  subtleties  about  new  office  buiid- 
i;  .,s,  especii". 'y  fed..>ra!  ones.  New  fed 
er^il  buildings  can  :.•  odd  things  to  local 
;;ai  estate  markets  and  ciiv  revenues. 

fn  this  case  a  new  federal  building 
could  rob  the  city  of  tax  income. 

One  can't  blame  O'Neili  for  not  uit 
d;';standing  the  intricacies  of  urbsr: 
Ai'.rVLei  forces   ^cw  but  experts  do 

One-'.A  1.  however,  ma'se  the  same 
rrxciise  for  ih-.^.  General  Services  Admin 


istration  but  regr'Uably  CSA  seems  to 
have  earned  its  reputation  of  being  10 
years  behind  the  times.  Make  that  15. 

It  isn't  that  Tip's  idea  is  a  bad  one, 
given  today's  framework  But  it  would 
be  better  with  a  little  realignment 

The  way  to  do  that  would  be  to  re- 
quest GSA  not  to  -pend  ihe  money  on  a 
new  building  but  on  refurbishing  an 
r;id  building  or  a  ccrnpltx  ol  old  build- 
ings for  the  same  purpo.«;i' 

At    the    ;-isk    of 
here's  why. 

First,  federal  bi'ildir.j'S  d,-,n't  pro- 
vide a  city  with  any  tax-.'s  hai.  federal 
agencies  and  deprt;  tmi-nts  uiiose  per- 
sonnel are  scattered  in  various  pnvate- 
ly-owned  buildings  do.  Tli-  feds  pay 
rent  to  the  private  lard;  -(• ;  who,  in 
turn,  pay  taxes. 

So,  if  all  these  scatter:  li 


over -implification 


deral  per 

'■r  one  roof 
e  city  loses 
ted  by  the 
el    can    be 


sonnel  in  fen-ton  ar  >  put  Mnc 
in  a  new  federal  building,  lb 
taxes,  unless  the  space  vaco 
depariing  federal  persr.nn 
filled  by  n^-.v  -ins,)?' 

In  Boston,  filling  such  v.k  .stod  office 
>;pace  would  be  highlv  itn ■;!■■,"•;-■.■  because 
there  is  an  ovc-rsupp.iy  oi  :\tr)c-.e  space. 

But  wouldn't  this  also  lifippen  tf  the 
move  were  to  a  reiK-.'-atpi  old  building 
or  comple.v:  of  old  hui!;;,r,j;S-:  Yes,  it 
would.  So  w'v^r's  (be  •'lif '   r-'iif,-;? 

In  hard  tav  mon.->v  sn'-'  '■  msidering 
only  the  move  it?e;f  ili.r;  '.<  .uldn'l  be 
any  difference. 

Well,  then,  if  V.ir  fc-i;  „!.d  O'Neill 
truly  want  to  help  the  cii  v  why  don't 
they  leave  well  enough  ale "s';'  There  is  a 
strong  argument  to;-  t'oiii:'  ji-'it  that  ex- 
cept that  the  fe<is  have  a  -.ifhx  to  seek 
the  ^'^nvenience  of  contolidalion,  a 
right  they'll  eventually  <  xr-rcise. 


So,  if  it  b^.ils  down  to  a  choice,  why 
choose  a  w  iiovaied  old  building  over  a 
new  one''  The  benefits  of  renovalirg  an 
old  building  or  complex  of  old  buildings 
—  the  leather  district,  North  Station, 
the  old  armf;ry.  South  Boston  —  come 
from  the  fact  that  it  will  revitalize  an 
older  part  of  the  ci^y  with  the  spin-off 
stimulating  a  genera!  uplift  with  resul- 
tant tax  benefits  A  new,  clinical-look- 
ing building  wouldn't  have  the  same 
effect. 

There  is  more,  however.  The  cost  cf 
the  proposed  new  skyscraper  works  out 
at  $78  per  square  foot,  whereas  firs',- 
class  restoration  runs  only  $35  to  $,''< 
per  square  toot  —  examples:  Boston  s 
renovated  Old  City  Hall  or  One  Wii- 
throp  Square.  Therefore,  more  could  I  ^ 
done  for  less  m.oney,  possibly  even  new 
innovative  things,  a  mini  park. 

Further,  restoration  work  would  in- 
volve even  more  workers  than  new  con 
struction,  something  not  widely  kno"\ : 
yet.  Roger  Webb,  who  developed  01. 
City  Hall,  estimates  renovation  wou!' 
involve  ciose  to  4000  workers  as  agamf " 
I  GSA's  esumate  ol  2500  for  new  con 
I  struction  and  union?  would  have  th 
same  privileges  with  renovation  as  in. v. 
construction 

Finally,  although  everyone  set  n^  'w 
forget  it.  Congress  told  GSA  to  gi\i 
preferen-e  to  restoration  and  Presideni 
.Carter's  new  urban  policy  states  thai 
resti>ration  is  to  be  preferred  to  nev> 
construction. 

True,  for  Ainericar.s  to  choose  the 
old  over  the  new  is  a  whole  new  ball- 
game,  but  it  makes  sense  and  it's  time 
to  n;ake  a  start,  even  in  the  bureaucra 
cy.  It  wc'.ild  be  nice  to  see  O'Neill  li-ad 
the  way. 

Ian  WfRzies  is  a  GInhf  columnist 
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Panel  votes 
new  federal 
site  in  Hub 

Globe  Washington  Bureau 

WASHINGTON  -  The  House  Pub- 
lic Works  Committee's  Subcommittee 
on  Public  Buildings  yesterday  ap- 
proved the  construction  of  a  25-story 
federal  office  building  for  Boston  The 
full  Public  Works  Committee  will  take 
up  the  proposal  on  Tuesday 

Meanwhile,  $15  million  has  been  in- 
cluded in  the  fiscal  1979  appropriations 
bill  for  the  General  Services  Admini<,- 
tration  for  the  design  and  site  prepara- 
tion of  the  building,  which  would  con- 
solidate federal  agencies  now  housed  in 
15  locations  in  Boston 

The  $75-million  building,  which 
would  be  larger  than  the  JFK  building 
in  Government  Center,  would  contain 
961,000  square  feet  of  land. 

Debate  over  which  site  would  be 
best  for  the  building  has  already  begun. 
Last  week.  The  Globe  was  told  that 
Boston  Mayor  Kevin  H.  While  and 
other  city  officials  had  been  urging  at 
private  meetings  to  consider  a  North 
Station  site  for  the  building  The  city 
officials  are  also  reported  to  be  inter- 
ested in  two  other  locations,  the  "Com- 
bat Zone"  and  South  Station. 
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By  BILL  DOOLEY 
SiajT  IVriti-r 


The  General  Services  Administration  will  soon 
advertise  for  available  land  in  do\vr!LO\'.n  Ecision 
to  build  a  .'^75  million  federal  office  Liiii.Jing:. 

Lawrence  Bretta,  New  Endand  ju-.donal  Ad- 
ministrator for  the  GSA,  said  yesterday  that  ht? 
e:qifeU'd  the  advertise rnent  to  go  out  in  a  week  or 
10  days. 

Kretta  has  been  m.ceting  with  .Nlayor  White 
?.nd  the  Boston  Kcdovflopmcnt  Autl'u.rity  on  pos- 
sible sites  for  the  08  to  40-story  office  huildin?. 

"The  BRA  has  offered  us  abviul  ;;  .iosen  site 
possibilities,"  Bretta  said,  "but  we  ^.ro  ^oiri^  to 
advi-rtise  for  addition;;!  sites  from  i/iivate  do. el- 
opers to  be  assured  of  having  the  widest  possible 
site  selection." 

Bretta  stressed  thai  the  GSA  w,:    srelonL'  an 
urban  site  in  keeping  viLh  Presilent  Carter's  ur- 
i  ban  polities  and  those  set  forth  by  JfK  i  Solomon, 
i  Administrator  of  the  GSA  in  Washiaj^ton. 

A  con'^cn'ator  will  Ik-  employed  by  the  Boston 
rcjipioiial  office  of  the  Gi'.A.  to  insuri;  historic  site 
preservation,  in  the  event  that  the  final  site  se- 
lected should  contain  any  building  or  site  of  his- 
toric consequence. 

"We  are  lookinfr  f'lr  a  site  of  between  oo.Ono 
and  00,000  square  feet  ui  land,"  Bret  ( -.  raid,  "and 
vc  hope  to  hold  a  piihii;  hearing  on  in?  final  site 
selection  in  historic  Fancuil  Hal!  so  th.!.'  there  will 
be  public  input  in  the  -sue  selection. 


Tl;f-  three  most  commonly  di-:-ns>ed  site-  f^or 
(.■  p-oposed  high-rise  office  buililinf.'  have  ;  ■■en 
11'  :  .ircas  of  North  and  South  S'. it  ions  and  the 
r  '  u  Zone. 


i  1  ,.■  building  will  consolidai  nir.ny  fed^ 
s;,  1  ■  ;  i  currently  housed  in  eoTimereial  b'.; 
in;  ..  iiiroughout  the  city. 

'  fi'lta  said  that  the  federal  a.:\  i  i  ics  scatt^ 
i!r;o  -  the  city  now  pay  about  $-1  niiiiion  a  yei.! 
rent  to  private  commercial  buiklin;:  r.vncrs. 

■  u;u-  of  the  federal  agencies  v.  h  tt  will  (c,- -. 
Sji  .(■(  in  the  new  building  iniiuj  the  Gent. 
Servi  .  Administration,  Civil  Sit  ir  Admini  i 
liv'!',  i  I'erstate  Commerce  Coi:!,,  :on,  L>e;.„ 
ni;  ;■  .  ■  Housing  and  Urban  De\.  I.:|iinfnl,  ^r; 
i;ii  ■  ,'-  ■-  Administration,  .sectii;;i:.  >.|'  tiie  Inn  ' 
Ki  ..:)  Senice,  Department  t.f  i'l.-heries  .: 
V,  iS  ...i-;  and  Social  Security  AdiniMslnition. 

"■'■";  expect  to  liou.-.c  hetwt  '!!  i'li  and  •■ 
fe.!t  .m!  employees  in  the  buiKliii.;  ,  iirelta  .st 
"'i;ii'!iii-  le  with  off-street  parkiiij.- 

!•■  :ia  .said  he  couM  not  e.slim.iie  Alu'n  the 
fi;ii  lir  selei'lion  wotild  i)c  made  hui  said  that 
;iri,!  i;:,:  staff  were  working  closelv  with  15..  ■ 
iiiiti  sL.te  officials  on  the  choice  oi  >i.  nijcrtv. 
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New  federal  building 
In  Boston  may  not  be 
another  sterile  box 


Surprise  of  surprises.  The  new  federal  office 
iiilding  proposed  for  Boston  —  courtesy  of 
buse  Speaker  "Tip"  O'Neill  —  may  not,  after  all, 
irn  out  to  be  just  another  sterile,  multi-story 
ox,  similar  to  the  JFK  and  Saltonstall  buildings. 

The  government,  it  seems,  has  seen  the  urban 
jht,  has  decided  that  preservation  is  to  be  pre- 
rred  to  Manhattanization. 

And  to  this  end  it  has  adopted  a  policy  that,  in 
wilding  any  new  federal  offices,  first  considera- 
on  should  be  given  to  locating  those  offices  in 
istorically,  architecturally  or  culturally  signifi- 
mt  buildings. 

It  is  a  policy  that  should  greatly  benefit  Bos- 
m. 

Responsibility  for  carrying  out  this  policy  has 
pen  given  to  the  General  Services  Administra- 
on  which  .owns  or  operates  more  than  10,000 
an-military  government  buildings  throughout 
le  nation. 

QSA,  however,  has  long  been  known  as  one  of 
16  government's  least  innovative  agencies,  but 
s  new  administrator,  Jay  Solomon,  President 
arter's  choice  as  GSA  clean-up  man,  is  doing  his 
sst  to  change  that  image. 

Solomon,  encouraged  by  Carter,  is  determined 
)  deploy  GSA  as  best  he  can  to  help  the  rtation's 
Ider  cities  regain  their  feet. 

He  has  told  his  regional  administrators,  men 
jch  as  New  England's  Lawrence  F.  Bretta,  for- 
ler  mayor  of  Somerville  and  an  O'Neill  candi- 
ate  for  regional  administrator,  thai  he  wants  re- 
jjts  and  the  law  obeyed. 

GSA  has  more  of  a  reputation  for  'dozing 
)wn  the  old  and  building  up  the  new,  th<in  seek- 
ig  out  the  old,  preserving  and  restoring  it. 

However,  Solomon  isn't  relying  solely  on  his 
nn  agency  for  support.  Last  week,  at  his  invita- 
on,  15  professional  historians,  architects, 
svelopers,  planners  and  preservationists  from 
:ross  the  country  spent  three  days  in  Washing- 
in  to  consider  how  best  GSA  could  support  his- 
iric  urban  preservation. 

One  of  the  members  of  that  task  force  was 

oston  architect  Roger  P.  Lang  of  Perry,  Dean, 
Kthl  &  Rogers. 


THE  CITY 

By  l\^  Ml:^ZIES 


Lang,  who  is  a  member  of  the  Boston  Land- 
marks Commission  and  the  Boston  Preservation 
Alliance,  described  the  meeting  as  "extraordinar- 
ly  productive,  though  grueling."  He  said  task 
force  members,  who  submitted  a  lengthy  draft  re- 
port to  Solomon,  were  "most  impressed"  by  the 
GSA  administrator. 

The  Boston  Preservation  Alliance  which  Lang 
represented  at  the  Washington  meeting,  was 
formed  quietly  some  14  months  ago.  It  represents 
25  preservation  groups  in  the  city,  including  such 
grassroots  organizations  as  the  South  Boston, 
Roxbury,  Charlestown,  South  End  and  Dorches- 
ter Historical  Societies. 

Lang  said  the  Alliance  favors  what  is  known 
as  the  Church  Green  site  on  Summer  street, 
about  a  block  down  from  Jordan  Marsh  toward. 
South  Station.  Others  know  it  as  a  part  of  the  old 
leather  district. 

This  site  would  utilize  both  old  buildings  and 
a  new  tower.  The  Alliance  opposes  the  combat 
zone  site,  first  discussed  by  GSA,  the  city  and 
O'Neill,  because  it  would  destroy  the  flavor  of  the 
theater  distrirt  and  plates  like  Jacob  Wirth's  res- 
taurant 

The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority's  choice 
for  a  site  would  be  the  North  Station  area.  The 
Alliance  doesn't  oppose  this  idea  so  long  as  it 
could  bi  designed  to  recycle  old  buildings  as  well 
a.s  involve  new  construction. 

Part  of  GSA's  new  policy  is  to  site  new  federal 
offices  in  depressed  parts  of  cities  so  as  to  trigger 
spin-off  improvements.  The  North  Station  area 
certainly  needs  help.  , 

Those  who  would  like  to  know  more  and  who 
are  interested  in  playing  a  role  in  the  develop- 
ment of  this  intriguing  project  should  be  at 
Faneuil  Hall  on  Wednesday,  Jan.  31,  at  7  p.m. 
where  the  first  public  meeting  to  discuss  possible 
sites  will  be  held.  It  won't  be  the  last  meeting. 


Ian  A/«nzjp.v 


is  a  Globe  columnist. 
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Beuikej?  and  Tradesman  -  Febniary  li^,    1979 


mks  Stand 


The  Building  Owners  and  Man^tgers 
Association  (BOM A)  of  the  Gnater 
Boston  Real  Estate  Board  is  gcvmg  to 
"rethink"  its  initial  support  of  a 
Combat  Zone  location  for  the  new 
federal  office  building  to  be  con- 
structed in  downtown  Boston. 

BOMA's  Board  of  Directors  viTted 
last  fall  to  support  a  site  in  the  so-called 
"Hinge  Block"  bounded  by  Washing- 
ton, Stuart,  Tremont  and  Boylston 
Street.  But  since  that  time,  explained 
SOMA  President  Richard  Reynolds,, 
there  have  been  sufficient  questions 
raised  about  the  viability  of  that  site, 
and  enough  new  alternatives  proposed, 
that  a  re\iew  seemed  in  order. 

A  major  factor  in  BOMA's  decision  to 
take  another  look  at  its  recommen- 
dation was  a  report  prepared  by  the 
Boston  Preservation  Alliance,  a  coali- 
tion of  representatives  from  25  pre- 
servation and  historical  organizations 
in  the  city,  which  came  down  strongly 
against  the  Hinge  Block  site,  and  in 
favor  of  a  location  at  Church  Green,  a 
few  blocks  away,  at  Summer  a»d 
Bedford  Streets. 

ill  that  report,  the  Alliance  argued 
tint  locating  the  federal  building  in  the 
Combat  Zone  would  be  "an  inap- 
propriate way  to  strengthen  the  area," 
and  inconsistent  with  Mayor  Kevin 
White's  announced  plans  lo  create  a 
revitalized  theater  district. 

'  A  ne\  ■  Government  Center"  in  the 
middlt  ot  the  proposed  new  theater 
district,  the  Alliance  said  Nould  de- 
tract from  the  area's  anibi  nee. 

Church  Gr-en  on  the  other  hand, 
would  be  an  appropriate  location  for  an 
office  building,  the  Alliance  said,  and 
would  encourage  private  investmc  t  in 
adjacent  areas.  The  site  would  also 
itilize  existing  buildings  '  of  historical 
and  architectural  merit"  to  the  City,  in 
keeping  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act, 
which  requires  the  GSA  "to  acquire 
and  utilize  space  in  suitable  buildings 
of  historic,  architectural  or  cultural 
significance"  unless  they  are  proven  to 
be  "infeasible." 

Although  its  clear  preference  is  for 
the  Church  Green  site,  the  Alliance 
cited  a  few  other  alternatives  worth 


coiisider'ng  if  Church  Green  cannot  be 
utilized.  One  is  the  Custom  House 
District,  a  site  the  report  said  would  be 
feasible,  but  only  if  the  current  plans 
for  the  building  are  scaled  down. 

Also  worth  considering  in  the  Alli- 
ance's view  ,  is  the  North  Station  area, 
where  the  grpup  sees  an  opportunity 
for  a  program  centered  on  the  Bullfinch 
Triangle,  bounded  by  Causeway  and 
Merrimac  Streets  and  the  MBTA  line 
behind  Central  Street. 

These  arc  among  the  alternatives 
members  of  BOMA's  executive  com- 
mittee will  be  considering  next  week, 
when  they  try  to  reach  a  consensus  on 
which  of  the  sites,  if  any,  the  or- 
ganization should  endorse.  The  fact 
tnat  Ihey  are  rect  nsidcring  the  Combat 
Zo'tte  site  dicwfs  not  necessarily  imply  (hat 
tfecy  will  dcdde  to  change  their  initial 
decision    Mr.  Reynolds  emphasized. 

The  BOMA  president  is  also  aware  that 
feconsideration  will  not  be  made  any  easier 
by  the  divergent  and  strongly  held  views 
that  exist  wii*iin  the  Greater  Boston  Board, 
anjd  even  within  BOMA's  executive  com- 
fHiiltee. 

Bertram  Prujter,  for  example,  who  has 
considerable  development  interests  border- 
ing on  the  Combat  Zone  strongly  favors  the 
Hinge  Block  location  originally  supported 
by  BOMA.  "This  whole  area  could  come 
back  to  life,"  he  explained.  More  im- 
portantly, in  his  view,  the  federal  office 
building  is  essential  to  cement  plans  for  the 
Lafayette  Place  development  on  Washing- 
ton Street.    - 

John  Ryan  of  Ryan  &  Elliott  agrees  that 
the  office  building  represents  "an  oppor- 
tunity that  shouldn't  be  missed  to  do  a  great 
deal  for  an  important  area." 

But  Jerome  Rappaport,  of  Charles  River 
Park  Associates,  is  pushing  equally  hard  for 


North  Station  site — a  p  '-.ition  tli.it 
gciurally  bcrnved  to  be  rLl.itod  to  rcpoi 
that  lie  is  on  lie  vcrgct  f  aniumnting  a  ne 
development  project  in  Ih.il  area.  (M 
R.ippaport  \,is  luit  of  town  aii.l  could  noi  b 
rcatlied  f^r  tominent.) 

AKo  on  tin  BOMA  cxociiiivc  conimitic 
is  Roger  \N'cbb  a  principal  in  Architeclui 
Ht.rilagc  Foundation,  (one  of  the  group 
represented  in  the  Prcscr'.,iti(  i  Allianci. 
and  a  primary  proponent  of  the  Chun 
Green  site. 

According  lo  Mr.  VVrbli,  locating  th 
federal  building  at  Church  G:ecn  "'will  tl 
just  as  much  Ui  secure  Lafayclic  Place  '  2 
the  Combat  Zone  location,  and  vk  ill  be  mor 
appropriate  for  the  Summer  Street  arc:i 
Arguments  that  there  isri't  enough  land  .i 
Church  Green  to  accommodate  the  pn 
posed  $74  million  high  rise  office  towi: 
ignoie  the  fact  that  there  is  land  b  -hind  li 
buildings,  and  an  adjacent  lot  now  occupii 
b)  an  outmoded  city  parking  garage,  li 
said. 

Also  high  on  the  list  of  arguments  again> 
the  Combat  Zone  sue,  Mr.  Webb  said,  is  ili 
concern  of  rcsidcfits  of  the  ne.irby  Cliincsi 
community  (hat  major  office  building  coi 
struction  (most  agree  the  Federal  buildi.i 
will  represent  just  the  bopinning)  wi 
encroach  on  the  ir  neighborhood. 

The  Church  Green  IcKation,  the  Allianci 
report  notes,  has  the  additional  advanta). 
of  providing  an  opportunity  to  salvage  a  s- 
of  buildings  about  which  preser>  allo;li^^■ 
are  becoming  increasingl)  concerned,  ll. 
buildings  have  begun  to  deteriorate  bad 
as  a  result  of  fire,  water  and  weaihi 
damage,  and  general  neglect  by  owne: 
who  have  not  been  clearly  identified 

Because    of   that    concern,    the    Arch 
tectural  Conservation  Tr  st  for  Massaelu. 
SWts  (ACT),  is  now  discussing  the  poss' 
bility  of  committing  the  funds  necessary  i 
secure  thdChurch  Green  buildings,  to  mat 
sure  that  they  are  available  and  usable  if  th'. 
General    Services    Administration,    whicl 
will  make  the  final  decision,  selects  thai 
site.  The  Trust  oversees  a  levolving  slaii 
fund  that  could  be  used  to  purchase  thv 
buildings,  Mr.  Webb  explained. 


?.hh 


As  part  of  that  approach,  B&T  has 
learned,  BRA  officials  are  now  considering 
the  use  of  expedited  foreclosure  proceed- 
ings on  the  Church  Green  buildings  the 

:  GSA  cannot  immediately  obtain.  Primary 
concern  centers  around  the  corner  building, 
ownership  of  which  remains  cloudy,  largely 
because  the  back  tax  burden  is  said  to  be 
substantial.  The  idea,  explained  Roger 
Lang,  a  member  of  the  preservation 
Alliance,  is  that  while  the  city  is  working 
through  the  legal  and  financial  problems 
involved,  ACT  could  commit  funds  to  secure 
the  building,  and,  in  Mr.  Lang's  words, 
"work  out  a  bridge  between  the  present 
custody,  which  clearly  is  not  acceptable,  to 
eventual  GSA  custody."  If  the  GSA  rejects 
the  Church  Green  site,  Mr.  Lang  said,  there 
is  always  the  possiblity  of  a  Landmarks 
designation.  But  so  far,  his  advice  to  the 
Landmarks  Commission  has  been  that  it 
would  be  "inappropriate"  to  designate  any 
of  the  buildings  while  they  are  under  review 

i  by  the  GSA. 

In   the   meantime,   the  GSA,   with    the 

assistance  of  the  Preservation  Alliance,  is 
reviewing  a  list  of  approximately  15  loca- 
tions that  were  recommended  at  a  recent 
public  hearing  on  the  federal  building 
plans.  That  list  includes  sites  suggested  by 
the  Alliance,  and  about  9  sites  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  has  said 
would  be  acceptable,  but  only  two  locations 
proposed  by  a  private  developer — 600 
Washington  Street  and  the  old  Sheraton 
Building  on  Atlantic  Avenue — both  of 
w  hich  w  ere  suggested  by  Meredith  &  Grew. 

According  to  Beverly  James,  Director  of 
Operational  Planning  for  the  Regional 
Office  of  the  GSA  the  agency  has  almost 
completed  its  initial  review,  which  will  \ 
result  in  a  reduction  of  the  current  list  from  ; 
15  sites  to  about  seven  or  eight.  Ms.  James 
said  she  could  not  make  that  reduced  list 
public  last  week  because  the  staff  was  "still 
on  the  fence"  on  a  couple  of  locations.  GSA 
officials  will  meet  again  later  this  week  with 
Alliance  officials,  and  subsequently,  they 
will  go  over  the  smaller  list  with  Mayor 
White. 

Based  on  those  discussions  and  on  input 
from  other  sources,  the  regional  GSA  office 
will  prepare  a  final  list  of  at  most  four 
alternative  sites,  to  be  forwarded  by  April  1 
to  GSA  Administrator  Jay  Solomon,  who 
will  make  the  final  decision.  Mr.  Solomon 
has  been  under  fire  recently,  however,  and 
there  have  been  persistent  rumors  that  he  is 
either  on  his  way  out  or  about  to  be  pushed 
in  that  direction.  What  effect,  if  any,  his 
departure  would  haveon  the  Boston  plans  is 
unclear. 


Mayor  White,  meanwhile,  has  not  yet 
expressed  a  preference  for  any  of  the  sites 
under  discussion,  although  one  of  his  press 
spokesmen  said  last  week  that  he  would 
make  his  wishes  known  to  the  GSA  some 
time  in  the  next  ten  days  Thus  far,  the 
city's  only  formal  position  has  been  that 
expressed  by  BRA  Director  Robert  Ryan  at 

the  GSA's  public  hearing,  where  he  said, 
essentially,  that  the  city  wanted  the  build- 
ing to  be  located  where  it  would  be  of  most 
benefit  to  the  downtown. 

BOMA's  executive  comniiltcc  has  invited 
Mr.  Ryan  to  attend  their  meeting  next 
week  Mr.  Rcsnolds  said,  "to  see  if  there  is 
any  coloration  to  that  non  favoritism." 

Mr.  Reynolds  recognizes  that  the  posi- 
tions taken  by  some  Boston  Board  members 
for  and  against  various  sites  are  based  at 
least  in  part  on  "personal  interest." 
Nonetheless,  he  said,  in  reviewing  its  own 
position  on  the  federal  building  location. 
BOM  A  "will  try  to  act  on  the  basis  of  what  is 
good  for  the  city." 
V  Roger  Lang,  vice  chairman  of  the  Boston 
Landmarks  Commission,  and  a  member  of 
the  Preservation  Alliance,  says  he  doesn't 
think  that  Mr.  Solomon's  departure,  if  it 
occurs,  would  significantly  delay  the  pro- 
ject 'But  It  might  have  a  lot  to  do  with  the 
qualify  of  the  site  selection"  Mr.  Solomon 
is  personally  committed  to  reusing  existing 
buildings  where  possible,  Mr.  Lang  ob- 
served If  he  is  out  of  the  picture,  the  GSA 
officials  responsible  for  the  decision  might 
not  necessarily  demonstrate  the  same 
inclination 

That  IS  a  major  reason  the  Preservation 
Alliance  has  been  working  as  closely  as  it 
has  with  the  GSA.  Mr.  Lang  explained. 
"We've  tried  to  show  them,  especially  in 
the  Church  Green  site,  that  preservation 
can  be  a  component  and  still  allow  the  GSA 
to  build  a  relatively  economic  and  straight- 
forward office  building." 

Although  he  would  not  state  his  personal 
prelerence  prior  to  next  week's  meeting, 
Mr.  Rc>  nolds  did  saN  he  feels  strongly  that 
the  organization  should  rethink  the  Combat 
Zone  site,  which  he  acknowledged,  "is  not 
the  leading  candidaic  in  my  mind,  although 
I  wouldn't  rule  it  out." 


In  'ht  la^t  anahsis.  hiiv>.c\cr.  N!r. 
Reynol  noted,  the  liilicrciKcs  hcliwcr 
the  vtasonably  .ncicplablc"  altcinati\c 
'  sU'N  arc  "very  slight,  and  vcrv  personal." 
Everyone  agrees  on  the  iniporlar.t  puiiu, 
w  hich  is  that  the  building  shouKI  be  loi  alL  ^i 
doviniowii.  he  adiled,  noting  thai  .it  least 
among  the  major  sites  under  considcratioi:. 
"It  really  doesn't  matter  where  ihcs  put  it." 
The  city's  c\nics  and  there  .ire  quiic  a 
few  111  them,  suggest  thai  it  is  prot-ahK  lusi 
as  well  that  Mr.  Rc\noldN  finis  ih.ii  u,r, . 
since  neither  he.  noi  BDMA  nor  an\  one  cl\o 
involved  in  the  debate  over  the  Icdcra! 
building  site  is  actually  going  to  have  nuich 
to  say  about  the  final  decision.  In  fad.  these 
cynics  suggest,  their  influence  will  he  abmii 
as  significant  as  was  the  BKA's  desi^.i 
review  procesi  in  the  selection  of  a  site  li>i 
the  Watciropt  Hotel.  In  the  ease  of  the 
Watclront.  it  was  the  Mayor  who  made  i'  . 
decision.  With  the  federal  building,  ii  is 


said,  the  decision   will   be   made   by    ie 
S|Kakcr    of    the     House,     Massaehusetf. 
Representative  1  liomas  (lip)  O'Neill 

"Ii  O'Neill  wants  the  building  in  th( 
niicldleof  the  Boston  Common,  th.it 's  where 
it  will  be,"  seems  to  be  the  general 
consensus  of  opinion. 

But  the  GSA's  Ms.  James,  who  has  heard 
that  criticism  since  discussions  on  the 
building  first  began  insists  that  the  Agency 
is  following  its  eslablishcd  procedures,  and 
will  make  a  decision  in  accordance  with  its 
rogulations. 

/  Mr.  Webb  is  one  of  the  few  involved  in 
the  site  selection  process  who  believes  that 
to  be  the  case.  "The  vibrations  we  get 
suggest  that  neither  Mayor  White  nor 
Speaker  O'Neill  has  a  strong  preference  " 
he  indicated. 

Mr.  Revnolds,  however,  said  thaf 
personally  "would  not  be  inclined  to  go 
against  the  tide  of  opinion"  which  holds 
that  the  final  decision  on  the  federal 
building  site  will  be  made  someplace  other 
than  at  the  GSA.  At  the  same  lime,  Mr. 
Reynolds  said,  as  President  of  BOMA,  he 
feels  strongly  that  on  an  issue  as  important 
as  this,  the  Realtors  organization  should 
take  a  stand  and  should  have  some  impact 
on  the  final  decision.  Whether  or  not  that 
will  be  the  case  "in  the  real  world.  "  he 
added,  is  a  different  question.  "But  as  an 
organization.  I  think  it  is  appropriate  for  us 
tocomment."  D 

bv  Nena  Croskind 
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By  Anthony  J  Yudis 
Globe  Staff 

The  Boston  regional  GfrifTa'  Z-  'v  ces  Ad- 
ministration has  narrowed  its  sea  ch  (or  a  $75 
njillion  Boston  offic*  buih  ng  site  to  three 
downlown  blocks  including  one  overlooking  the 
Boston  Common  slong  Tremont  street, 

Begional  GSA  Administrator  Lawrence 
Bretia  is  scheduled  U>  meet  this  afternopn  in 
Wd^hington,  DC  *ith  Federal  GSA  Adminis- 
trator Jay  Solomon  who  presumably  will  make 
the  final  decision  on  a  site 

About  20  site*  had  been  recommenH«i  to 
GSA  by  lc>cal  offi  lals,  real  eiiaie  owners,  pres- 
ervalion  groups  and  the  Greater  Boston  CKam- 
be-  )f  Commerce 

The  sites,  it  »aJ  learned  from  real  estate 
gourdes  within  the  city  are: 

—The  block  bounded  by  Tremont,  Boylston, 
A\  ery  and  Washington  streets, 

—The  block  boundc-d  on  the  other  side  of 
Washington  street,  between  Essex  street  and 
Hayward  Place,  the  so-called  600  Washington 
ilrcct  block,  a  property  formerly  owned  by  the 
late  Maurice  Gorden  estate  atid  now  owned  by 
Arab  mtei  "s.  The  properly  abuts  the  proposed 
Lafaye  if  Place  retail-garagt-office  develop- 
ment now  under  design, 

—The  Church  Green  area  along  Summer 
street  and  Kingston  street  which  would  com- 
bine building  pretervation  with  new  construe- 
lion 

Bretta  confimred  that  he  will  recommend 
three  sites  to  Washington  officials  today.  But  he 
I  would  not  identify  them, 

"1  would  rather  not  name  them  until  they 
are  presented  ic  Mr,  Solomon,"  he  said. 

However  se\eral  persons  who  had  taken  p«rt 


in  the  discu"isions  with  the  GSA  officials  voiced 
their  pef-sonal  opinion  that  the  Federal  people 
Were  leaning  toward  the  Tremont  street-Boyls- 
ton-Avery  street  bbck. 

The  new  building  would  skirt  the  existing 
Masonic  Temple  building  at  the  corner  of  Tre- 
nrnnl  and  boylston  street  There  was  no  indica- 
tion, from  what  GSA  showed  the  local  people 
what  would  happen  to  the  Astor  Theater  which 
has  been  rumed  into  a  so-called  juice  bar. 

It  was  suggested  however  by  GSA  to  groups 
With  whom  they  conlerred  that  the  Hotel  Avery 
would  have  to  come  dovk  n 

But  Bretta  said  hs  Ma'f  still  needed  addi- 
tional data 

"We  have  to  do  a  cost  analysis  on  each  site," 
he  said,  "anJ  soil  analysis " 

What  forrn  and  height  the  building  takes  de- 
pends on  the  results  of  fui  iher  study,  he  said, 

Boston  Mayor  Kevin  A  White  has  recom- 
mended to  the  GSA  that  the  North  Station  area 
be  considered  hut  souru's  close  to  the  mayor 
indicated  that  he  is  not  working  too  hard  to 
push  for  the  site  It  is  known  that  GSA  is  not 
interested  because  of  the  long  time  period  that 
would  be  involved  in  building  in  that  area, 

Bretta  said  the  mayor  "has  asked  us  to  look 
at  the  North  Station  one  more  time.  We 
promisfd  him  that  we  would  " 

However,  Boston  re,,l  estate  interests  fell 
GSA  would  not  give  it  any  serious  considera- 
tion 

One  member  of  the  Friend's  of  the  Public 
Garden  said  that  if  the  site  overlooking  the 
Common  is  chosen,  his  organization  would  go  to 
court  to  block  It 
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I        He  said  the  GSA  wouli^  t>t  uMng  if, 

i  parks  ai  an  '■anch-r"  for  us  bmldin.-  in  . 

I  period  when  GSA  policy  i.-,!.k.  jb.^u;  us.-.r 

new  fe<feral  construction  as  anchors  to  r.' 

vitalize  deteriorMing  areas 

The  BRA  hrid  rtcommendcd  nine  sif-s 
to  GSA  and  director  R.  ben  Ryan  said  th( 
Tremont-Avery  site  was  amnnj  thf;n,  bi;l 
not  as  extensi.'c  as  the  site  riflr.catid  ^a 
GSA, 

Asked  if  all  three  sites  were  accept- 
able, Kyan  said  he  couldn't  rpS|:-)nd  "sinfe 
We  Save  some  concerns  abo'jt  massing 
and  height  a.io  sorre  questions  as  to  what 
tffect  it  wouKi  have  on  the  theater 
district  " 

"It's  too  premat.jre  to  m;ike  anv  con- 
clusions. We  wnu'd  hope  thai  Ihpv  fGSA; 
would  go  over  th"  sites  with  us  when  ihey 
return  from  Washington  a'ld  show  us  hov. 
thtv  arrived  at  ihcir  decision," 
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The  Boston  regional  office  of  the  Gen- 
eral Services  Administration  has  nar- 
rowed its  search  for  a  $75  million  Boston 
office  building  site  to  three  downtown 
blocks,  including  one  overlooking  the 
Boston  Common  along  Tremont  street. 

Regional  GSA  Administrator  Law- 
rence Bretla  met  yesterday  afternoon  in 
Washington,  DC,  with  federal  GSA  Ad- 
ministrator Jay  Solomon,  who  presuma- 
bly will  make  the  final  derision  on  a  gite 

About  20  sites  had  been  recommended 
to  GSA  by  local  officials,  real  estate  own- 
ers, preservation  groups  and  the  Greater 
Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce, 

The  sites,  it  was  learned  from  real  es- 
tate sources  within  the  city,  are: 

—The  block  bounded  by  Tremont, 
Boylston,  Avery  and  Washington  streets 

—The  block  on  the  other  side  of  Wash- 
ington street,  between  Essex  street  and 
Hayward  place,  the  so-called  600  Wash- 
ington street  block,  a  property  formerly 
owned  by  the  late  Maurice  Gorden  estate 
and  now  owned  by  Arab  interests.  The 
property  abuts  the  proposed  Lafayette 
Place  retailgaragc-office  development 
now  under  design. 

—The  Church  Green  area  along  Sura 
mer  street  and  Kingston  street,  which 
wuuld  combine  building  preservation 
with  new  construction. 

Bretta  confirmed  that  he  recommend- 
ed three  sites  to  Washington  officials 
yesterday.  But  he  would  not  identify 
them. 

"I  would  rather  not  name  them  until 
they  are  presented  to  Mr.  Solomon,"  he 
said 

However  several  persons  who  had  tak- 
en part  in  the  discussions  with  the  GSA 
officials  voiced  their  personal  opinion 
that  the  federal  people  were  leaning 
toward  the  Tremont-Boylston-Avery 
street  block 

The  nt-v.  building  would  skirt  the  ex- 
isting Masonic  Temple  building  at  the 
corner  of  Tremont  and  Boylston  streets. 
There  was  no  indication,  from  what  GSA 
showed  the  local  people,  what  would  hap- 
pen to  the  Astor  Theater,  which  has  been 
turned  into  a  so-called  juice  bar 


It  was  suggested  by  GSA  officials, 
however,  to  groups  with  whom  they 
conferred  that  the  Hotel  Avery  would 
have  to  come  down. 

But  Bretta  said  his  staff  still  needed 
additional  data. 

"We  have  to  do  a  cost  analysis  on  each 
site,"  he  said,  "and  soil  analysis." 

What  form  and  height  the  building 
takes  depends  on  the  results  of  further 
study,  he  said. 

Boston  Mayor  Kevin  A.  White  has  rec- 
ommended to  the  GSA  that  the  North  Sta- 
tion area  be  considered,  but  sources  close 
to  the  mayor  indicated  that  he  is  not 
pushing  too  hard  for  the  site.  It  it  known 
that  GSA  IS  not  interested  because  of  the 
long  time  period  that  would  be  involved 
in  building  in  that  area 

Bretta  said  the  mayor  "has  asked  us  to 
look  at  the  North  Station  one  more  time 
We  promised  him  that  we  would  " 

However,  Boston  real  ebiate  interests 
felt  GSA  would  not  give  it  any  serious 
consideration 

One  member  of  the  Friends  of  the  Pub- 
lic Garden  said  that  if  the  site  overlook- 
ing the  Common  is  chosen,  his  organiza- 
tion w  ould  go  to  court  to  block  it 

He  said  the  GSA  would  be  using  the 
parkb  as  an  "anchor"  for  its  building  in  a 
period  when  GSA  policy  talks  about  using 
new  federal  construction  as  anchors  to  re- 
vitalize deteriorating  areas. 

The  BRA  had  recommended  nine  sites 
to  the  GSA,  and  director  Robert  Ryan  said 
the  Tremont-Avery  site  was  among  them, 
but  It  was  not  as  extensive  as  the  site  de- 
lineated by  GSA. 

Asked  if  all  three  sites  were  accept- 
able, Ryan  said  he  couldn't  respond  "since 
we  have  some  concerns  about  massing 
and  height  and  some  questions  as  to  what 
effen  it  would  have  on  the  theater 
district" 

"I is  too  premature  to  make  any  con- 
clusions. We  would  hope  that  they  (GSA) 
would  go  over  the  sites  with  us  when  they 
return  from  Washington  and  show  us  how 
they  arrived  at  their  decision." 
2^y  -ANTHONY  J.  YUDIS 
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An  Office  on  th>^  Coininon? 
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The  iesignation  of  GSA  AdriunistratDr 
Ja\  Solrirnon,  expected  for  mnn'.hs  ami 
f.n.iily  annr.unt  ccl  last  week,  probably  will' 
i:  1!  'Iclay  the  dcicision  on  a  site  for  the  iit-w 
r- I'.'ral  office  buiiuing  planned  for  doun- 
ti'Hn  Boston. 

A  spokesman  foi  the  GSA  in  Washinylon 

ti-.!d   B<iT  last    \^fck    that    Mr.    Solomon 

"wants  to  make  the  decision"  before  he 

departs  March  .11    wliich  means  that  he  will 

have  to  act  before  the  end  of  this  week. 

The   Regional   Office  of  the   GSA    has 

■,  liipleted  its  preliminary  resiew  process, 

ap.d  has  selected  three  po'.sible  sites  from  a 

list    that    at    one    time    included    16    al 

ternaiives.   The   next   step   is   an   on  site 

msp'.'clion   of  those   sites   by  the    Acting 

Commissioner  of  Public  Building  Services, 

j    Oenris  Keilman,  sth.edulcd  for  earlier  this 

I    week,  after  whi'-Ji  Mr.  Keilman  will  m.ike 

'    iiiN  rttommendation  to  Mr.   Solomon.   In 

I    aodiiion.     Regional    GSA    Administrator 

I  aw Tt-n-e    Brerta    has    ranked    the    area 

;    !-{;ir    s   three   finalists   according    to    his 

:    preference,     and    Mill    present    his    own 

j    recommendation  to  ihe  outgoing  GSA  bead 

Hi  a  iiieeiir.g  in  VVashint;ion  sche-''uled  for 

■■     f',K),'.y 

Ahhotigh  0*1  .A   ..fficials  here  would   not 

sjisutity  the  sites  included  in  the  final  lisi.  a 

1    .';i:>okesman  for  the  Washington  oflice  con- 

[    ra-med  persistent  rijn>ors  tliat  the  finahjts 

1    include;    the    fef'O    block    of    Washington 

j    Street;  the  Church  Green  site,  cm  Summer 

i    Street    bervieen    V,  sshinj-ion    Street    and 

Soiilh  Station;  ^n4  ar.  area  bounded   by 

Washington  Aveiy,  Boylston  and  Tremont 

St.eets.  with  the  building  fronting  on  tlie 

Boston  Common. 

Preservation  groiip*.  which  have  been 
working  clcse'y  with  the  GSA  staff  here, 
strongiv  favor  the  Church  Gre  n  location, 
br- cause  think    rt    offers    the    best 

o;  ;•>  li     1      inoorporating  a  reuse  com 

nt  into  the  building  plans 
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Board  officials  said  that  although  that 
pusition  was  favored  by  a  large  majority, 
(here  was  also  "considtrable  sentinu-nt" 
■iiiiang  Board  members  in  favor  of  a  North 
Siaiion  location.  Jerome  Rappaport  of 
Charles  River  Park  Asso<iates  »  as  anuing 
ihe  most  outspoken  proi)onents  of  North 
biaiioTi,  V.  hirh  wa'^  also  -avo,-,  d  bv  Boiton 
Ma\or  KevinWhite.  But  .miIi  the  cxcciitioi: 
of  one  mildly  worded  pubr.  siatcnient 
expressing  his  preference  fi'r  that  site,  the 
.Mayor  has  remained  silent  on  the  i-sue. 

although  he  has  been  consulted  by  re      r.al 
GSA  officials. 

Those  who  have  been  fcllr,/  ., 
GS.A's  deliberations  from  the  i  (.(jiiini,;.!;' 
have  concluded  that  the  agency  is  lea.r:.'ii; 
strongly  toward  the  Boston  Comnico  lo- 
cation, clearly  the  most  prestigious  c  che 
three  alternatives,  and  also  the  one  lik^  i^  U; 
arouse  the  most  public  opposition. 

Among  the  opponents,  who  include 
groups  such  as  the  Friends  of  the  F'ublic 
Garden  and  the  City  Conservation  I.eague, 
is  Helen  Rees.  the  Mayor's  Cultutal  Attairs 
Secretary,  who  has  bee;-  vO^rninatiiig  the 
planning  for  the  resurre^  iioii  >.f  the  theater 
district. 

According  to  Ms.  Rees,  Kxrating  the 
federal  building  on  Tremont  Street,  at  what 
IS  viewed  as  the  "cornerstone"  of  the  new 
(li.ater  district,  would  be  "terrible."  Apart 
f  rum  the  question  of  how  the  building  w  ould 
or  wuuld  not  be  integrated  into  the  theater 
ili^tnct  plans,  Ms.  Rees  said,  there  is  the 
conlinut  d  on  ptigc  15 
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Gov't.  Building  Site 

continued  from  page  I 
more  basic  question  of  scale,  and  how  the 
one  million  square  foot  building  will  relate 
to  the  other  buildings  in  the  area.  "It  would 
destroy  the  Conimon,"  Ms  Rccs  insisted  in 
an  interview  last  week. 

The  600  block  of  Washington  Street 
would  not  be  "ideal,"  she  added,  but  it 
would  certainly  be  preferable,  to  Tremoiit 
Street,  and  it  has  the  advantage  of 
potentially  speeding  other  development  in 
that  area  related  to  the  theater  district 
plans. 

Equally  concerned  about  a  federal  office 
building  overlooking  the  Common  is  Stella 
Trafford,  a  member  of  the  Friends  of  the 
Public  Garden  and  of  the  Citizens'  Advisory 
Committee  to  Park  Plaza,  who  feels  that 
Church  Green  would  be  "more  suitable  by 
far."  The  Tremont  Street  site,  she  said, 
would  be  "the  least  suitable  for  the  three.  It 
would  plunk  down  a  huge  building  in  the 
middle  of  an  area  that  already  has  enough 
competing  forces,"  and  would  interfere 
with  "more  exciting"  plans  for  the  theater 
district. 

Unlike  the  other  sites  under  con- 
sideration, Ms.  Trafford  said,  Tremont 
Street  "does  not  need  an  economic  lift.  It  is 
about  the  most  desirable  site  in  the  city  and 
will  make  it  on  its  own.  It  doesn't  need  the 
federal  building." 

Boston  planning  officials,  however,  are 
not  nearly  as  disturbed  as  Ms.  Trafford 
about  the  prospect  of  an  office  building  at 
the  corner  of  Boylslon  and  Tremont. 
According  to  BRA  Director  Robert  Ryan, 
"any  sizable  building  in  that  area  would 
have  an  impact,"  but  it  is  impossible  to 
assess  what  that  impact  will  be  without 
seeing  specific  plans  for  the  building. 

Mr.  Ryan  also  indicated,  through  an 
agency  spokesman,  that  he  "hopes  what- 
ever is  done  will  be  compatible"  with  the 
theater  district  planning.  But  he  em- 
phasized that  he  is  not  opposed  to  the 
concept  of  an  office  building  on  the  Tremont 
Street  site. 

Il  has  generally  been  assumed  that  the 
determining  factor  in  the  final  site  selection 
w\U  be  -where  House  Speaker  Thomas  (Tip) 
O'Neill  wants  the  building  to  be  located. 
(Mr.  O'Neill  was  instrumental  in  gaining 
Congressional  approval  and  funding  for  the 
building,   which,   it  is  expected,   will  be 


named  after  him.)' 

When  the  office  on  the  Common  proposal 
seemed  to  appear  out  of  nowhere  late  in  the 
GSA's  deliberations,  it  was  assunud  that 
Mr.  O'Neill's  will  had  become  known.  ("A 
fitting  place  for  a  monument,"  according  to 
one  observer.)  More  recent  rumors,  how- 
ever, have  sugj^cslcd  that  he  prefers  the  6(X) 
block  of  Washington  Street.  Publicly,  the 
Speaker  has  expressed  no  preference  at  all, 
and  a  member  of  his  staff  insisted  last  v.cck 
that  he  has  not  expressed  any  private 
wishes  either.  "It  is  strictly  a  matter  for  the 
GSA  to  decide,  and  we're  staying  com- 
pletely out  of  it,"  according  to  this 
spokesman,  who  said  that,  to  his  know- 
ledge, Mr.  O'Neill  has  not  discussed  the 
matter  with  GSA  officials  in  either  the 
Washington  or  the  Boston  office. 

Joe  Lawless,  a  spokesman  for  the  GSA's 
Regional  Office  echoed  that  denial,  when 
asked  if  the  Speaker  has  expressed  his 
views  to  Mr.  Bretta.  "I  just  don't  think  he 
would,"  Mr.  Lawless  said. 

A  spokesman  for  the  GSA  in  Washington, 
however,  who  asked  not  to  be  identified, 
said  he  would  be  "surprised"  if  Mr.  O'Neill 
had  not  contacted  Mr.  Bretta,  not  only 
because  of  the  Speaker's  obvious  interest  in 
the  building,  but  also  because  of  his 
long-standing  friendship  with  the  Regional 
Adminiscrator. 

Whether  or  not  Mr.  O'Neill  is  actually 
taking  an  active  part  in  the  decision,  the 
general  public  perception  is  that  the 
building  w  ill  go  wherever  he  points,  and  as 
a  result,  the  House  Speaker  can  expect  to 
receive  a  lot  of  mail  on  the  subject.  Asked 
what  those  who  are  concerned  about  the 
Tremont  Street  location  can  do  about  it,  Ms. 
Trafford  responded  matter  of  factl>,  "Tell 
TipO'Neill.  It's  his  building." 

Roger  Lang,  the  vice  chairman  ot  tlic 
Boston  Landmarks  Commission  and  that 
group's  representative  on  the  Prescr\'alion 
Alliance,  suggested  a  somewhat  more 
direct  approach.  Given  the  level  of  concern 
about  the  Tremont  site,  he  said,  "It  seems 
clear  that   if  that   is   the   final   decision. 


2U9 


litigation  is  a  virtual  certaintv." 

According  to  Mr.  Lang,  indications  that 
the  GSA  is  now  favoring  the  "prestigious" 
site  over  alternatives  that  would  emerge 
from  a  more  "rational"  selection  process, 
indicate  "an  eleventh  hour  set  of  weak 
knees"  by  the  agency,  and  some  "high 
level  interference  "  by  individuals  who  are 
not  sensitive  to  the  planning,  issues  in- 
volved. 

"Whether  a  final  decision  can  be  made 
[by  Mr.  Solomon)  and  made  to  stick  without 
being  subject  to  review  and  revision  by  his 
successor  or  successors,"  Mr.  Lang  added, 
"is  not  clear  to  me.  But  !  hope  we  can  get 
the  selection  process  behind  us.  and  get  on 
to  the  business  of  how  to  create  a  nice 
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BOSTON  GLOBE  -  April  22,  1979 


US  shouldn't  erect  new  Boston  bulldiiio; 


The  Globe  reported  April  13  that  the 
General  Services  Administration  rec- 
ommr-nds  construction  of  a  25-story, 
961,b00Tsquarc-foot  federal  office  build- 
ing in  Boston  within  the  next  few 
years.  The  purpose  of  this  proposed 
construction  is  to  consolidate  federal 
agencies  from  15  locations  into  one.  The 
GSA  estimates  that  Bostoa  will  gain 
2500  construction  jobs  over  a  three-year 
period  from  the  proposed  skyscraper. 

At  first  glance  this  sounds  like  good 
news,  foretelling  new  jobs  and  an  ever- 
growinj.^  federal  consumer  of  Boston's 
office  spsce  and  related  services.  How- 
ever, the  GSA  estimates  that  the  new 
federal  building  will  pull  the  federal 
agt.ncies  out  of  565,000  square  feet  of 
space  in  the  Boston  area  in  18  existing 
buildings,  depriving  those  older  build- 
ings of  $4.4  million  of  annual  income 
and  Boston  of  more  than  $1  million  of 
annual  real  estate  taxes  if  other  tenants 
car.noi  be  found.  The  proposed  new  fed- 
eral office  building  will  pay  no  taxes  to 
the  city. 

Secondly,  the  GSA  estimates  that  it 
will  cost  $75  million  to  construct  the 
new  961,000-square-foot  skyscraper, 
which  averages  out  to  $78  per  square 


foot.  That  cost  is  exorbitant  when  com- 
pared to  normal  construction  cost  of 
new  low-rise  office  buildings  at  $40  to 
^$60  per  square  foot,  or  rehabilitated 
older  office  space  at  $35  to  $55  per 
square  foot. 

Finally,  we  should  know  that  reha- 
bilitation construction  is  more  labor  in- 
tensive than  new  construction;  that  is, 
rehabilitation  requires  proportionately 
more  labor  and  less  materials  per 
square  foot  than  new  construction 
Therefore,  we  can  conclude  that  if  the 
federal  government  can  create  2500  new 
jobs  over  a  three-year  period  by  con- 
structing a  961,000-square  foot  sky- 
scraper, the  federal  government  could 
create  perhaps  4000  new  jobs  if  it  chose 
to  rehabilitate  old  buildings  in  Boston. 

The  GSA  was  recently  mandated  by 
Congress  to  first  consider  re-using  ex- 
isting old  buildings  before  proposing 
r.ew  construction  of  federal  office 
space,  bui  evidently  the  GSA  has  disre- 
garded this  directive. 

ROGER  S.  WEBB 
President 
Architectural  Heritage  Foundation 
Boston 


250 


16        The  Bo.sl.xi  Glow-    Thur^d..y.  May  3,  1979 


'^^^sM4Mmi^ii:mm^:2^^km:£mMS!^::',iS!^^-;} 


lie  0m^ 


'AILMAM  0  TAVLOH,  Pi,><id.-,u  dnd  l'ubli«n>r 
-THOMAS  WINShlH  K.:M,:r 


.!ui  N  i  (;ii(,i;i..'  K..,,-  V.  V  (■  vCiT.  .',;.. 

1,1  ■llAllJi    M,  K^.•'>ii:..M^l  VI'  Mi;rpicnnt.VS, 


J^'iiN.s  DHlSCuI.L  A>,i  F...,-j'H(  ti  ;,r  b... 
'IVOTHV  LELAN.^  A-'  f:\nuiivi  £d,iu'  Su!. 
l:ii''.!HT  !.  IIKAI.V  Aiiinidi.  Kdil.r       AN.Nt  I    U\\!\NK,i(U.'  f  j,i.  ,,„l  !'  ,. 


I.. I..    N.  'A,!.,,!..  I  (■.,r.-,i,,,M>.  l.l.'i  M.Mn.sM>  Bl^,l     |l,.,:,,„    M„.    iiJhlT        u:7-'Jja  .Mdil 

A  V:.  J:,  Owru.l  Siil.s.d,...-,  Ml  AKHl.lATKDl'l'lil.ll   -MU-NS    JNC 
UAVIS  ^  AM.OH.  Chairman  of  ihc  Buarti  JOHN  1  TAYLUl;  Hr^sidcn; 


The  best  site  for  a  federal  huildiiig 


House  Speaker  Thomas  P.  (Tip)  O'Neill  is  a  modest 
man  unaffected  by  the  government's  plans  to  build  a 
king-sired  federal  building  in  downtown  Boston  and 
name  it  in  his  honor  O'Neill  helped  steer  the  $75  million 
appropriation  for  the  building  through  the  Congress  not 
because  he  needed  a  monument  but  because  Boston  need- 
ed jobs,  the  stimulation  of  fresn  federal  investment  and  a 
new  federal  complex  large  enough  to  gather  together  re- 
lated agencies  now  scattered  over  the  landscape  in  incon- 
venient, inadequate  and  expensive  rented  facilities. 

But  O'Neill's  modesty  would  be  misplaced  if  it  keeps 
him  from  getting  involved  in  the  project  and  helping  as- 
sure that  the  final  product  reflects  the  best  possible  de- 
sign applied  to  the  most  sensible  site  No  one  is  in  better 
po.-ition  than  the  Speaker  to  look  over  the  shoulders  of 
the  General  Services  Administration,  the  building's  plan- 
ners, and  see  that  it  avoid?  some  obvious  pitfalls. 

The  most  obvious  would  be  a  decision  to  place  a  mas- 
sive new  federal  building  at  the  edge  of  The  Common  at 
Tremont  street.  That  v/uuld  turn  the  clock  back  to  the 
rancorous  days  of  the  early  Park  Piaza  proposals  No  one 
wants  that,  nor  does  anyone  want  the  carping  bound  to 
oci  ur  should  the  builders  sacrifice  scale,  clear  land  need- 
lessly, or  impair  the  city's  development  opportunities  for 
the  government's  convenience  or  to  pimh  a  few  [icnnies. 

So  far,  the  GSA  seems  sensitive  to  lh<'  dangers,  and  its 
Boston  regional  officials  seem  to  have  an  open  mind  as 
they  go  through  the  preliminary  steps  of  finding  a  site.  At 
the  moment,  they  have  three  sites  under  consideration  — 
Tremont  street,  Washington  street  at  the  edge  of  China- 
town and  adjacent  to  Lafayette  Place,  and  a  location  on 
Summer  street  behind  Jordan  Marsh  at  Church  Green. 


City  officials  are  urging  the  GSA  to  consider  also  the 
area  near  North  Station,  a  suggestion  that  could  tie  in 
with  city  efforts  to  redevelop  Boston  Garden  and  its  envi- 
rons 

But  the  site  selection  process  is  not  a  simple  one.  Th< 
government  has  a  limited  amount  it  can  spend  and  it  ha-- 
minimum  needs  to  meet  if  it  is  to  provide  office  space 
roughly  comparnble  to  that  already  contained  in  the  John 
F.  Kennedy  building  at  Government  Center.  While  GSA 
is  willing  to  consider  ideas  such  as  incorporating  exisiini^ 
buildings  into  a  new  federal  office  complex,  it  has  to 
weigh  the  cost  of  remodeling  against  the  cost  of  new  co*-.- 
struction  It  must  also  consider  federal  regulations  that 
stipulate  standards  for  safety  and  ventilation  and  access 
for  the  handicapped  —  standards  that  older  buildings 
rarely  meet. 

Needed  is  adequate  space,  conveniently  located  near 
subway  stops  and  parking  places  and  within  walking  dis- 
tance of  the  city's  other  federal  facilities,  including  the 
JFK  building,  and  the  Court  House  and  Post  Office.  It 
should  be  built  on  land  where  soil  conditions  are  favor- 
able, where  no  historic  sites  are  threatened  or  disturbed, 
and  where  a  reasonable  construction  schedule  can  be 
maintained. 

The  perfect  site  doesn't  exist  in  the  central  business 
district  where,  by  executive  order,  the  new  building  must 
be  placed.  But  some  sites  are  better  than  others,  and  one 
site  is  the  best  of  all  Finding  it  will  require  patience, 
compromise,  sagacity  and  a  willingness  to  hear  othci 
points  of  view.  Finding  it  will  require  the  services  of  Tip 
O'Neill. 
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licat'.jT  o<  tneOEISsod  wt>  chto- 
cgsf'S  on  th'ce  rclcntiM  ^ifes 
witiin  tV>  esfaMi^'x-^  dc'mcated 
ares  a4d-ps«'d  m  li^e  DEIS  is 
flva'isti'e  for  fx-t-tic  review  ftnd 
for  t^P  purpose  of  receivirtg  cwn- 
menti  ir.  ft^e'  -nfur m-st-'vi  as  well 
as  ttLfl)  confa  ry-d  m  t:w  DEIS,  the 
OEIS  conTvefif.ng  p<viod  is  ex- 
fendt-^  to  Ju'v  1 .;.  l'^'^  aM  a  pu6- 
■0  (or  June 
a)  Faneuif 
Ha!',  Bo<tTn.  (n  mc  ert-nt  it  tw- 
corv<-  nevf^ia^v  K)  ccfKlude  tne 
htti'^iro  be'ore  all  reg.sfered 
sp<.a>^ers  nave  pet  ^  Tc-^rd.  the 
heari,->g  will  re^jjr^p  tnc  (oJlowiog 
♦ve^.-»g  JuneJ/,  19Aal7,0Cp.m. 
at  Farv  I  I  Han,  a  vcrtjatim  trarv 
scr.;-;  of  i'iv-  t^ti  inc  vbiii  t*  made 
and  in:!  r-vl  m  tlx'  Fin:l  Envl- 
fonmtnifll  Impact  Statement 
(FEISi,  irtd  all  substantive  com- 
rrK-nt'j  re-'e've-3  yr'Ui  n  ttx  e^ierkd- 
ed  comrr>ent  perr<i  w.il  receivT:* 
response  in  ftie  FEiS  The  three 
pctei-itia!  sites  on  whicti  tt*  Addi- 
tional Envcrfimentqt  Dala  has 
been  de  vc-ioc-^o  are  S^te  A  bouno 
ed  by  v\«sn.r.Gton  and  Essex 
Streeti.  NortoJk  Place  and  Harri- 
son Ave,-M>:;  S.'e  K  bour>oed  bv 
Trem..i',  Boylstor,,  Washington 
and  Avf-fv  Strettb,  but  excluding 
tf^  Wason.c  Tempip  at  Treawnt 
»nd  Bovl:ton  Sh-fcts;  and  Site  L 
bounfVxJ  b>'  Sjmm-:'-,  Kingston, 
es^'»  ard  Li.k.->in  Streets.  (No 
orcW  c<  pfe>''en^-e  infef^Jed.)  Irv 
(eresled  Dartres  desiring  to  pre- 
5£TiI  oral  commen's  at  the  hear- 
ing fv  requf-s'e<^  to  regisftr  and 
mr-»  ft  sc  e  •  *"  at  the  he«r(no 
pr^^rf  t  ■  DTP.  Tiencement  ot  the 
pro«*d.n':,.  or  bv  pceregtstratton 
w;thMs  B -verlv  James.  Generat 
Se^'CF  A-,-Tns»rfition,  Opera- 
lior.al  PiarKi  ng  PBS  Rm  724. 
John  w  ^'  Corm^'-k.  post  Office 
«nd  Cowl'ocrf,  Snston.  Massa- 
chuset's  C21W  Tek-ot>one  (6i;» 
123  2^-,7  A  tim.t  oi  one  spokes- 
man for  ea'h  groL«p  Is  rec>.<sted 
Soeai-cr^  w.ll  b>--  h^i^rO  i^  orocr  pt 


reg  1 


1  torn 


ked  to 


u'e'  Cjjt  T^enli  mav  be  extended 
oraMv  aiei"  all  registered  speak- 
ers tvave  been  hta'd  or  may  be 
exter.ce.)  in  wifng  either 
throuQ"  submitbcn?  t^  the  Hear- 
ing C'ftce'  at  tr^  conclusion  of 
ttv  heflrir^j  or  by  ma.l  ad.jressed 
♦oM  Be /tr ly  JarrK<.  at  the  (or e- 
0&r>g  fl.--.  ess.  Comntent'.  not  re- 
ce'.e-:  *,t  .^n  trv.-  extenot-d  com- 
p^'rtod  end-ng   Juli 


m 


cr  recv  ve  re5>x)nse  i 
*hf  f  EIS  Itx  OEIS  end  Addi- 
tional Environrne^tal  Dit«  are 
ava.l?bie  *o  an/orx  cv-s.rino  coo- 
les  dfxj  may  be  ot>!oif>eo  at  ihe 
Wic-*  nr  kw-atioT'S  0'j'"irKi  normal 
^s  GeixH-dl  Sefwices 
Adcninistrolron  Bt'ine^s  iervict 
Cefllef ,  Jo(in  W.  McCormack  Post 
and  Coixthot.se,  Boston, 
schusetis  02104;  Boston 
PvXiMC  Libfiry  (Msm  LRxarv), 
66f  Bovlston  Strfft  {CoDley 
Sware),  6c&»on,  AAissacrKjsefts 

-oim. 

J*n.  3,  5 


2^^ 


Th(  BofUm  Gkhe    V  i  dnwday,  June  27, 


1979 


Hill)  (i.S  V  builtliiig  t»jij)o><>d 

Some  5(1  concerned  citizens  and  representatives  of 
Boston  community  groups  met  with  officials  of  the  fed- 
era!  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  last  night 
in  Boston's  Faneuil  Hall  to  discuss  proposed  sites  for  a 
Boston  office  building  for  the  GSA  The  majority  of  the 
participants  spoke  against  the  three  proposed  sites,  all  of 
which  are  in  the  downtown  area  along  Wdshington  and 
Essex  streets  near  the  Combat  Zone.  Traffic  problems, 
entroarhmtnt  on  area  development  plans,  and  problems 
viUh  the  overshadov,iag  of  Boston  Common  were  some 
of  the  major  objections  raised  against  the  proposed 
481.678  sq.  ft,  building,  which  would  provide  office  space 
for  2917  workers. 
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Planiiiri§  a  change 
at  North  Station 

By  ALEX  MacPHAIL 
Staff  V^'riie,r 

An  ambitious  $700  million  plan 
for  the  revilalization  of  the  North 
Station  and  riverfront  area  was  an- 
nounced yesterday  by  Boston  Mayor 
Kevin  Wliite.       .. 

As  prepared  by  architect  Moshe 
Safdie,  director  of  the  Urban  De- 
sign Program  at  Hanard  Univer- 
sity, the  three-phase  development 
would  take  15  years  to  complete  and 
depend  on  a  huge  infusion  of  pri- 
vate, city,  state  and  federal  funds. 

The  plan  calls  for;      ' 

0  Construction  of  a  350-room 
hotel, 

O  Removal  of  the  elevated 
MBTA  trolley  tracks,  relocation  of 
Central  Artery  connecting  ramps 
and  widening  of  the  main  streets  in 
the  North  Station  area. 

•  Development  of  one  million 
square  feet  of  office  space  with  an 
additional  200,000  square  feet  of  re- 
tail space. 

®  Construction  of  1,000  units  of 
residential  housing  along  a  canal  to 
be  built  from  the  Charles  River 

©  Improvements  to  the  Canal 
Street  Mall,  already  under  way. 

The  plan  does  not  include  reno- 
vation of  Boston  Garden,  where  the 
announcement  was  made,  but 
White  said  he  "assumes"  it  will  re- 
main the  home  of  the  Bruins  and 
Celtics,  and  is  ready  to  support  ren- 
ovation of  the  stnicture  by  its  own- 
ers.   ,    .  ,._.   .--i /.^'_--;w.'-:i.v       .'    •    . 


J-  Houe\er,  Celtic  Vice  President 

:     Jeff  Cohen  says  the  team  is  actively 
'     .socking  other  quarters  because  the 
plans  "don't  lea\e  space  for  a  new 
'     building." 

:  Cohen  says  the  Garden  isn't  suit- 

■     able  and  the  Celtics  must  have  a 
'    new  building.  He  said  the  site  would 
i'     have  to  be  w  ithin  Metropolitan  Bos- 
ton and  close  tfl  public  transfiorta - 
lion.  (See  story  in  sixth  column 
al-)out  a  new  Celtics  facility.) 

Paul  Mooney,  owner  of  the  Boston 
Garden  Corporation,  says  he's  impressed 
with  the  plan.  He  says  he  is  preparing  a 
proposal  for  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  that  could  win  the  Garden  the 
lax  break  it  needs  to  help  offset  the  $12 
to  $14  million  needed  to  expand  and  ren- 
ovate the  present  building. 

As  proposed,  the  ^cVfelopmept  as  a 
whole  would  require  $407  million  iri  pri- 
vate funds,  $172  million  in  federal  funds, 
$97  Trillion  in  state  and  $28  million  in 
city  funds. 

There  are  no  funds  at  present  com- 
mitted to  the  plan,  but  once  the  area  has 
been  designated  for  development  under 
a  number  of  federal  and  state  programs, 
the  cit^^  could  apply  for  grants  to  meet 

the  costs. 

As  for  possible  loss  of  the  Garden  and 

the  Celtics  to  the  North  Station  area  and 
.  its  affect  on  drawing  people  to  the  new 

shops  and  businesses,  a  BRA  spokesman 

said  the  agency  wasn't  worried. 

"The  potential  is  such  that  the 

crowds  would  come  even  without  the 
'  Garden,  but  naturally  we'd  like  to  have 
■  the  Garden  there,"  he  said. 
\ _    __■.._..._.  ........     .., 
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Garden's  fate 
tied  to  tower 

By  ALAN  EISNER 

^  Staff  Writer 

Mayor  Kevin  White  disclosed  yesterday  that 
he  prefers  constuction  of  a  new  sports  complex  — 
one  baciied  by  city  taxpayers  —  to  renovation  of 
the  Boston  Garden. 

The  mayor  agreed,  however,  that  the  ulti- 
mate fate  of  the  Garden  is  tied  to  his  efforts  to  lo- 
cate a  $75  milHon  federal  office  building  on  Nash- 
ua street.  The  21-story  office  tower  could  then 
replace  the  Garden  as  the  "catalyst"  for  a  $700 
million  redevelopment  of  the  entire  North  Station 
area. 

White  went  to  Washington  yesterday  to  ask 
federal  officials  to  consider  the  North  Station  as 
site  ftor  the  office  lower.  He  described  his  meet- 
ing with  Admiral  R.G.  Freeman  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  (GSA)  as  "cordial  and 
productive." 

"If  we  can  build  it  (arena)  ourselves,  then  I'd 
prefer  to  do  it  that  way,"  said  White  in  a  tele- 
phone interview.  "But  I  don't  want  a  repeat  of 
what  happened  last  time." 

The  mayor  said  he  was  referring  to  his  unsuc- 
cessful attempt  in  1978  to  gain  funancial  backing 
from  the  state  to  build  an  $18  million,  35,000-seat 
arena  in  South  Boston.  The  plan  was  criticized  as 
"a  joke"  by  sonle  members  of  the  sports  media. 

This  time,  said  White,  he  will  consider  con- 
structing and  operating  the  arena  with  city  funds, 
which  in  turn  would  be  repaid  through  ticket 
sales,  concession  rights  and  parking  fees. 

"I  don't  have  to  make  a  lot  of  money.  I  could 
even  lose  a  little.  I  just  want  to, make  sure  we 
don't  take  a  real  financial  beating,"  White  said. 
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Will  Tip'  top 
White  in  bid 

III 


Boston 

At  first  glance  it  seemed  simple:  Boston  needs  a  r>ew  fed- 
eral office  building.  Congress  sets  aside  575  million  for  same, 
and  federal  bureaucrats  scout  around  town  for  an  appropri- 
ate site. 

But  In  a  city  wbere  politicking  la  a  local  pastime,  few 
things  are  ever  th^  easy. 

In  fact,  in  a  quietly  brewing  battle  which  one  city  hall 
source  describes  as  "the  undertold  story  of  the  year,"  about 
the  only  thing  that  has  tteen  determined  Is  that  Boston  wtf/ 
have  a  new  federal  building,  oae  that  will  be  at  least  as  tall  as 
the  22-story  John  F.  Kennedy  towers  at  Government  Center. 

A  year-long  debate  over  ivberethat  building  will  be  placed 
has  escaiated  from  behind-the-scenes  political  string-pulling 
to  an  all  out  tug  of  war  between  businessmen,  politicians,  bu- 
reaucrats, and  neight>ortiood  watchdog  groups. 

•  Boston  Mayor  Kevin  H.  White  wants  the  building  coo- 
Etructed  where  the  nin-down  North  Station  stands.  He  be- 
lieves it  will  lure  developers  to  join  in  his  recently  unveiled 
$600  miUion  redevelopment  plan  for  the  area. 

•  Downtown  retail  businessmen,  influential  men  such  as 
Jordan  Marsh's  William  Tilburg.  want  it  located  -  along 
with  Its  4,000  federal  employees  -  within  noontime  walking 
distance  of  their  stores. 

•  Nelgliborhood  groups  want  it  almost  anywhere  but  over- 
looking the  Boston  Common,  a  site  that  most  observers  agree 
itffms  to  t>e  the  federal  government's  current  favorite. 

•  "Hie  regional  office  of  the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion (GSA)  -  which  has  drawn  heavy  community  fire  as  it 
considers  more  than  a  dozen  potential  sites  —  flatly  denies 
that  the  selection  process  is  influenced  by  politics. 

•  And  Speaker  of  the  US  House  of  Representatives 
lliomas  T.  (Tip)  O'Neill  Jr.  -  a  man  for  whom  the  building 
Is  to  t)e  named  -  is  keeping  quiet,  at  least  publicly. 

Although  sides  in  the  struggle  say  they  consult  regularly 
with  Mr.  O'Neill  or  his  staff,  the  speaker's  aides  insist  that 
their  boss  is  following  a  hands -off  policy  on  the  site  selection. 

But  most  of  the  players  in  this  tug  of  war  -  with  the  ex- 
cation  of  GSA  officials  -  take  it  as  a  foregone  conclusion 
that  "wtiatever  Tip's  decision  is,  the  GSA  will  abide  by  It,"  as 
one  source  says. 

De^lte  GSA  denials,  these  participants  argue  that  the 
placement  of  a  building  to  t>e  named  after  the  politically 
shrewd  House  speaker,  whose  position  is  considered  by  many 
the  second  most  powerful  post  in  the  country,  must  have  di- 
rect approval  from  either  Mr,  O'Neill  or  from  his  intensely 
loyal  statf.  people  such  as  Leo  E>eal,  the  speaker's  right-haiK] 

"This  is  Tip's  t>aby  all  the  way,  Giere's  no  doubt  about 
that,"  says  one  city  hall  insider  who  closely  followed  ttte 
early  n^otiations.  Like  most  of  the  nearly  two  dozen  people 
interviewed  for  this  story,  he  Is  adamant  about  remiiaimng 
anonymous  -  .^  precaution  taken  so  as  not  to  possibly  rouse 
Speaker  O'NelU'b 're 

"We  can't  beat  them  politically,"  says  the  leader  of  one 
community  group,  "You  don't  mess  around  with  Speaker 
O'Neill.  We've  taken  on  some  big  boys,  but  that's  pretty  big." 

Since  the  first  public  hearing  held  nearly  a  year  ago,  the 
GSA  has  narrowed  its  choices  to  three  sites.  One,  which  in- 
volves renovating  an  old  building  known  as  Church  Green,  is 
not  likely  to  be  chosen  t>ecau3e  It  has  Just  t>een  taken  over  by 
a  private  developer  A  second,  at  600  Washington  Street,  is 
near  the  retail  district  and  has  caused  little  controversy. 

But  the  third  site  -  which  the  GSA  reportedly  covets  - 
overiooks  the  Boston  Common  at  the  corner  of  Tremont  and 
Boylston  Street  and  has  triggered  Intense  community 
protest. 

Neighborhood  groups  have  waged  a  vehement  campaign 
to  ke^  the  building  away  from  Boston  Common,  claiming  in 
particular  that  a  single  high  tower  would  cause  wind  and 


Spo^or  "nwrnaa  "Tip    O  Netll  {I )  Maya  Ke  ■ 

Political  tug-ofHArar  Where  shoL-ld  the  new  federal  building  go? 


Ptwios  &)'  Garth  J.  f£ili.enbfefg,  staff  phctogfac*w> 


Shadow  problems  along  the  common,  where  buildings  have 
been  kept  at  nlodest  heights  by  zoning  codes. 

What  is  more,  they  argue  -  and  city  planners  agree  -  a 
federal  building  is  not  needed  In  that  section  of  downtoun 
T^ere  development  already  planned  or  under  way  Is  ex- 
pected to  wipe  out  remnants  of  the  nearby  "Combat  Zone." 
Federal  officials  early  on  cited  "cleaning  up"  the  Combat 
Zone  as  a  main  reason  for  locating  the  building  in  the 
Trem.ont  Street  area. 


Congress  has  set  aside  $75  million 
for  a  new  federal  office  building  in 
Boston.  Mayor  White  wants  it 
constructed  wfiere  the  rurvdown 
North  Station  stands  to  boost  his 
redevelopment  plan  for  the  area. 
The  General  Services 
Administration  is  considering  more 
than  a  dozen  potential  sites, 
however.  And  Tip  O'Neill,  the  man 
for  whom  the  building  is  to  be 
named,  is  keeping  quiet  —  at  least 
publicly. 


Community  activists  bitterly  claim  that  it  has  only  been 
with  constant  badgering  and  satier-ra tiling  that  the  GSA  has 
been  forced  to  slow  its  decisionmaking  process  and  open  it  up 
to  greater  public  debate.  "This  is  dealmaking  in  the  oldest 
sense  of  the  word,"  charges  one  protester.  "The  GSA  really 
tried  to  pull  a  fast  one  sneaking  throu^  a  600-foot  building,  if 
you  can  believe  that." 

But  GSA  regional  administrator  Lawrence  Bretta,  and 
O'NeJll  prot6g6,  denies  that  his  agency  tried  to  hush  the  site- 
selection  process.  He  says  be  is  "locked"  that  community 
groups  claim  the  GSA  has  been  uncooperati^'e.  To  charges 
that  the  agency  is  interested  only  in  choosing  a  "prestige"  lo- 
cation for  the  new  building,  on  the  Boston  Common,  GSA  offi- 
cial Gilbert  Strobel  answers: 

"Of  course  we  want  to  put  It  in  a  prestigious  place.  What's 
wrong  with  that?  The  taxpayer  is  investing  a  lot  of  money  in 
this  project. 

"Think  of  It.  "  he  continues.  "Although  we  have  In  no  way 
made  up  our  minds  yet.  just  think  atiout  the  Tremont  Street 
site-  The  State  House  Is  on  one  side  of  the  common,  So  It 
would  not  be  inconceivable  that  Lhe  federal  government 
should  have  a  presence  on  the  other  side,  don't  you  agree?" 

Against  this  t>ackdrop  -  and  Uie  fact  that  the  site  was  ex- 
pected to  have  been  finally  selected  last  month  -  Mayor 
White  has  now  added  a  dash  of  controversy. 

On  Jan,  8.  Just  one  day  after  his  inauguration,  Mayor 
White  flew  to  Washington  to  ask  GSA  htiad  Rowland  G.  FVee- 
man  HI  to  reconsider  ttie  North  Station  site.  Development  of 
the  area  is  one  legacy  that  the  image-conscious  mayor  would 


like  to  leave  to  the  city,  observers  say.  That  location,  sug- 
gested by  Boston  officials  last  year  before  architect  Moshe 
Safdie  had  been  asked  to  draw  up  his  ambitious  $G00  million 
plan,  was  ruled  out  during  initial  GSA  proceedings. 

The  mayor's  llth-hour  move  has  won  the  applause  of 
neighborhood  groups,  set  the  business  community  on  its  ear. 
and  caused  considerable  dismay  at  GSA  offices  where  offi- 
cials estimate  that  each  passing  week  boosts  Uie  building's 
cost  by  $150,000. 

It  is  a  move  that  has  also  set  political  pundits  guessing  as 
to  who  will  get  his  way  -  Mayor  White  or  Speaker  O'Neill. 
The  mayor  has  made  no  secret  of  his  plans  (or  the  GSA  build- 
ing, and  even  teasingly  told  a  small  group  of  reporters  and 
civic  leaders  late  last  October  Uial  the  decision  on  lis  location 
"might  ultimately  have  to  be  made  at  the  presidential  level." 

Such  comments  lead  observers  to  guess  that  Mr,  White  is 
trying  to  make  the  most  of  his  fast-diniinishing  poUtical  le 
verage  in  the  coming  presidential  race.  He  may,  they  reason, 
be  dangling  his  endorsement  in  front  of  President  Carter  in 
return  lor  the  President's  support  in  coaxing  Speaker  O'Neill 
to  put  the  building  at  the  North  Station  site. 

Although  Mr,  White's  pubUc  piLdi  comes  at  the  last 
minute,  he  had  decided  as  early  as  last  winter  to  "take  Tip 
O'Neill  on"  over  this  Issue,  says  one  mayoral  aide,  who  adds 
that  the  mayor  seemed  to  be  biding  his  time  on  the  GSA 
building  while  he  waged  his  re-election  campaign. 

But  other  aides  blanch  visibly  at  the  suggestion  that  Mr. 
Wliile  intends  to  square  off  with  the  speaker  '  You  don't  take 
on  the  Speaker  of  the  House."  one  long-time  White  confidant 
hastens  to  explain,  "Mayt)e  Kevin  is  Irj-ing  to  change  Tip 
O'Neill's  idea  of  where  the  building  goes  -  maybe  that's  how 
he'd  take  him  on.  But  as  far  as  (taking  him  onl  publicly,  no 
way.  He's  too  smart  to  fight  Tip.  They're  too  close.  And  be- 
sides, lie  can't  beat  Tip  at  the  business." 

Meanwhile,  the  city  is  expected  to  present  Its  case  to  local 
GSA  officials  next  week.  If  the  North  Station  is  reconsidered, 
says  Mr.  Strobel.  a  final  choice  could  be  delayed  by  another 
five  or  six  months  while  an  additional  public  hearing  is  held 
and  an  environmental  Impact  statement  for  that  site  is 
compiled. 

All  in  all,  the  GSA  has  coasiderable  leeway  in  its  decision. 
It  is  bound  by  federal  laws  that  require  public  hearings  and 
by  presidential  executive  orders  which  mandate  that  before 
tHiilding  a  new  structure,  old  buildings  must  be  considered 
for  renovation  and  a  new  building  must  be  placed  where  it 
will  have  the  greatest  revitalizing  effect  In  a  city. 

Aside  from  those  requirements  and  other  technical  re- 
strictions, however,  the  GSA  is  not  bound  by  any  local  zoning 
or  building  codes.  Because  of  the  federal  government's 
power  to  take  land  for  public  purposes  -  eminent  domain  - 
it  can  choose  any  parcel  of  property  it  wants  and  remove  that 
land  from  city  property-tax  roles. 

Still,  as  opposition  to  the  Tremont  Street  site  builds  into  a 
potential  political  embarrassment  for  Mr  O'Neill,  observers 
wonder  whether  that  location  will  be  dropped  altogether. 

"Tip  O'Neill  doesn't  need  that  kind  of  controversy  He 
doesn't  want  it,"  says  oue  individual.  Another  prominent  lo- 
cal politician  has  warned  the  speaker's  office  that  it  would  be 
"a  political  mistake"  to  push  for  the  Boston  Common  site,  US 
Sen  Paul  Tsongas  (D)  of  Massachusetts  is  expected  to  step 
In  against  the  Tremont  Strett  site  as  well  And  community 
groups  are  already  talking  about  lawsuits, 

"The  story  is  that  if  the  lessons  of  Park  Plaza  haven't 
l)een  learned,  they'll  try  to  push  the  Tremont  Street  site." 
says  one  community  activist,  in  reference  to  a  recent  unsuc- 
cessful battle  to  develop  a  site  also  near  the  contmion.  "And  if 
they  do  that.  It  will  be  the  battle  of  all  battles, 

"In  a  city  like  Boston,  where  citizen  groups  are  so  vocal, 
for  bureaucrats  to  still  think  they  can  cram  buildings  down 
people's  throats  is  amazing."  the  soui-ce  continues.  "Because 
tliat's  not  going  to  happen  anymore"  ■ 
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Blueprints  for  Boston  ^s  future 


US  urged  to  use 
N.  Station  tract 

By  Anthony  J.  Yudis 

Globe  Staff  .     ••  ' 

■  Mayor  Kevin  H.  White,  saying  he  would 
"lock  horns"  with  House  Speaker  Thomas  P. 
O'Neill  Jr.  and  lobby  the  While  House  if  neces- 
sary, began  a  drive  yesterday  to  induce  federal 
officials  to  build  a  $90  million  office  building  al 
North  Station. 

Toward  this  end.  White  told  a  news  confer- 
'  ence  at  City  Hall  yesterday,  the  city  is  prepared 
to  spend  more  than  $5  million  to  deliver  the  site 
to  the  General  Services  Administration  in  eight 
months. 

White  met  with  regional  GSA  Administrator 
Lawrence  Bretta  before  the  news  conference 
•and  presented  hira  with  the  city's  plan,  entitled 
"A  Proposal  for  North  Station." 

The  proposal  details  the  ambitious  redevel- 
opment program  the  city  plans  to  undertake  for 
the  125-acre  North  Station  area.  It  argues  that 
the  federal  building  could  spljr  "a  $400  million 
private  investment  in  new  constuction  and  re- 
habilitation." 

The  plan  notes  that  the  city  hopes  to  get  all 
local,  state  and  federal  approvals  for  an  urban 
renewal  project  during  the  period  between  Feb- 
ruary and  August  this  year. 

TTie  regional  GSA  office  in  Boston  has  al- 
ready recommended  two  downtown  sites  for 
GSA  officials  in  Washington  to  consider  One  is 
the  so-called  600  Washington  st.  block  at  Essex 
and  Washington  streets.  The  other  overlooks 
the  Boston  Common  at  Boylston,  Avery  and 
Tremont  streets.  • 

The  proposed  building  will  be  named  after 
House  Speaker  O'Neill,  who  is  believed  to  pre- 
fer a  downtown  location,  particularly  the  Boyl- 
ston-Tremont  street  site  ■  A  downtown  location 
has  been  opposed  by  Boston  preservationists 
and  Beacon  Hill  and  Back  Bay  residents. 

The  Greater  Boston  Chamber  of  Commerce 
and  the  Boston  Retail  Trade  Board  have  sup- 
ported a  downtown  federal  building.  Spokes- 
men for  the  two  groups  were  not  available  for 
comment  yesterday. 

White  said,  however,  that  the  business  com- 
munity had  agreed  to  let  him  have  a  "clean 
■    shot"  at  making  a  pitch  for  the  North  Station 
site,  which  he  termed  the  best  one  for  the  city  as 
a  whole 

White,  asked  whether  he  was  willing  to  take 
on  O'Neill,  replied,  "Do  I  mind  locking  horns 
with  Tip?  I  don't  mind  if  it  is  best  for  the  city  " 

But  he  added  that  he  thought  that  O'Neill 
"would  in  no  way  interfere  with  the  site  selec- 
tion." 

The  GSA's  Bretta  said  O'Neill  "has  never 
contacted  us  and  has  never  spoken  about  any 
particular  site." 

Bretta  said  he  has  now  agreed  to  study  the 
city's  North  Station  proposal  even  though  he  al- 
ready 'made  his  recommendations.  He  said  it 
would  take  30  to  45  days  before  a  recommenda- 
tion is  made  to  the  Washington  office  on  the 
White  administration's  plan. 

White  said  he  was  prepared  "to  go  as  far  as  1 
could  lo  get  White  House  endorsement."  Asked 
if  he  would  endorse  the  President  for  re-elec- 
'lion  if  he  got  his  way.  White  replied  that  the 
matter  was  not  part  of  "presidential  politics." 

Robert  Ryan,  Boston  Redevelopment  Au- 
thority director,  said  the  city  is  offering  two  al- 
ternative sites. 
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Copley  Place 
gets  state  OK 

By  Walter  V.  Robinson 
Globe  Staff 

Gov.  Edward  J  King's  signature  on  a  leai 
agreement  signaled  final  state  approval  for  tl 
most  ambitious  private  development  project ; 
state  history  —  the  $305  million  Copley  Plai 
complex  in  Boston's  Back  Bay. 

The  complex  —  on  air  rights  over  the  Mass 
chuselts  Turnpike  extension  —  is  designed 
include  two  hotels  with  1756  rooms  and  a  d 
partment  store  It  must  be  approved  by  the  ci' 
before  construction  can  begin. 

The   Boston   Redevelopment  Authorii 

(BRA),  which  must  endorse  the  final  desig 

:  has  drafted,  but  not  yet  filed,  a  request  for  i 

$18  million  grant  from  the  IJS  Department 

Housing  and  Urban  Development  as  start 

funds  for  the  project.  The  request  must  first  I 

ratified  by  the  Boston  City  Council  before  ■< 

April  30  filing  deadline.  A  decision  by  HUD  Wi 

take  up  to  60  days. 

'        In  addition,  the  developers  are  negotiating 

tax  agreement  with  the  city.  A  public  hearii 

j  would  be  necessary  to  approve  a  special  tax  st 

I  tus  under  consideration  that  would  allow  tl 

developer  to  make  predetermined  payments 

the  city  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

If  all  the  necessary  approvals  are  secure 
construction  will  start  this  fall  and  could  1 
completed  by  the  spring  of  1984,  said  Thomas' 
Klutznick,  chairman  of  the  Chicago-bas( 
developer,  Urban  Investment  and  Developmei 
Co.  ■ 

Also  still  pending  is  a  request  by  a  Soul 
End  group  that  the  BRA  link  the  application  fi 
federal  funds  for  Copley  Place  to  a  proposal 
develop  low-  and  moderate-income  housing  ( 
an  adjoining  3.3-acre  parcel. 

Tent  City  Corp,  a  nonprofit  communii 
group,  has  urged  the  city  to  tie  the  two  projec 
together  to  insure  that  low-  and  middle-incon 
residents  retain  adequate  housing  in  the  area. 

"Of  the  things  that  still  need  to  be  resolve 
the  most  emotional  is  the  Tent  City  issue 
Ralph  Memolo,  spokesman  for  the  BRA,  sai 
last  night. 

Although  a  decision  has  not  been  made  o 

whether  lo  tie  the  requests  for  federal  assi: 
tance.  Memolo  said  last  night  "it  is  my  unde: 
standing  that  the  administrative  procedures  ii 
volvcd  in  applying  for  the  grant  would  make 
very  difficult  to  link  the  two  projects." 


The  Copley  Place  Complex 
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White  pushes  N,  Stalioii  site 


•  FEDERAL  BUILDING 
Continued  from  Page  13    • 

Site  No.  1  contains  122,000  square  feet 
bounded  by  Causeway  street,  Lomasney 
Way  and  Minot  street,  adjacent  to  the 
Charles  River  Park  residential  complex. 
The  area  could  include  another  24,000 
square  feet  of  a  parcel  now  housing  the 
closed  Madison  Hotel,  which  would  be 
razed. 

Site  No.  2,  would  encompass  170,000 
square  feet  behind  North  Station,  primar- 
ily in  an  existing  city-owned  parking  lot. 
The  cost  for  the  first  site  would  be  $5.1 
million,  the  second  site,  $9.3  million.  Ryan 
said  work  on  the  federal  building  could 
get  underway  by  1983. 
;  Asked  why  he  was  reconsidering  a 


North  Station  site  after  rejecting  tlie  ajea 
previously,  Bretta  cited  architect  Moshe 
Safdie's  design  plan. 

Safdie,  as  a  consultant  to  the  BRA,  is 
recommending  creation  of  an  "island" 
residential  comminunity  of  1200  units  in 
the  back  of  North  Station  by  dredging  a 
canal  along  Nashua  street  to  the  rear  of 
the  station.  He  also  calls  for  construction 
of  garages  and  office  buildings,  rehabili- 
tation of  existing  structures  and  removal 
of  the  MBTA's  elevated  Green  Line  to 
Somerville.  The  rapid  transit  line  would 
be  replaced  by  bus  service  until  an  under- 
ground subway  extension  is  bult  in  the 
future. 

The  plan  also  calls  for  rehabiliation  of 
the  Boston  Garden  and  construction  of  a 
major  public  space  behind  the  Garden. 


Copley  Place  gets  state  0 
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Kenneth  Campbell,  a  member  of  Tent 
City  Corp.,  said  the  270  units  of  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing  his  group  has 
proposed  for  the  site  "are  hardly  a  pana- 
cea for  the  area's  housing  problems. 

'.  "But  the  parcel  is  symbolically  a  gate- 
way to  the  South  End.  If  a  high-rise 
project  goes  up  on  one  side  of  the  railroad 
tracks  anrf  a  vacant  fofTemains  on  tfte" 
opposite,  it  will  speak  volumes  about  the 
city's  attitiide  toward  development." 

King,  at  a  State  House  signing  ceremo- 
ny yesterday,  said  the  project  will  mean 
$47  million  in  rental  fees  for  the  state  over 
27  years.  Once  built,  he  said,  the  complex 
will  generate  $11  million  a  year  in  state 
tax  revenue  and  $6  million  a  year  in  city 
taxes.         .  - 

The  goverhor  also  said  the  construc- 
tion project  will  generate  1110  jobs,  and 
the  completed  complex  will  employ  6200 
persons. 

Klutznick  said  the  project  will 
strengthen  the  New  England  region  "at  a 
time  when  demographers  are  continually 
proclaiming  the  difficulty  erf  the  North- 
east in  attracting  high-quality  growth."  ■ 

The  proposal,  three  years  in  prepara- 
tion with  substantial  community  involve- 
ment, was  amended  for  the  lease  agree- 
ment that  King  signed.  It  originally  envi- 
sioned two  department  stores  and  one 
h(^L 

The  final  project  will  include  a  lODO- 
room  convention  hotel;  a  756-room  luxury 
hotel;  1533  parking  spaces;  a  specialty 
fashion  department  store;  more  than 
700,000  square  feet  of  office  space  in  four 
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midrise  office  buildings; -a  retail  shopping 
mall  that  includes  restaurants,  movie  the- 
aters and  a  health  club;  and  100-150  hous- 
ing units. 

The  complex  will  dovetail  with  a  por- 
tion of  the  $670  million  Southwest  Corri- 
dor, which  will  include  a  revitalized  Back 
Bay  railroad  station  served  by  the  relocat- 
ed MBTA  Orange  Line,  Amtrak  and  com- 
muter rail. 

Under  the  plan  that  was  approved  by 


local  community  groups,  minorities  will 
be  guaranteed  20  percent  of  the  1110  con- 
struction jobs  and  minority  contractors 
will  received  5  percent  of  the  construction 
work. 

Boston  residents  and  women  will  be 
guaranteed  50  percent  each  of  the  6200 
permanent  jobs.  Tl\irty  percent  of  the 
jobs  will  go  to  minority  persons,  with  res- 
idents of  the  affected  areas  of  the  South 
End  assured  of  17  2  percent  of  the  jobs. 

South  End  residents  said  last  night 
that  blue-collar  jobs  generated  by  the 
C(ipley  Place  project  will  not  pay  enough 
to  allow  local  residents  to  remain  in  the 
neighborhood  unless  more  low-  and  mod- 
eriite-income  housing  is  built. 

"Most  of  the  jobs  will  be  hotel  jobs 
th^t  won't  pay  more  than  $10,000.  Unless 
metre  housing  is  built,  those  people  won't 
be  able  to  afford  to  live  there,"  said 
Campbell.  "That's  why  it  is  so  important 
th^t  Tent  City  and  Coplev  Place  be 
linked." 

Also,  the  developer  has  assured  that 
minority-owned  businesses  can  rent  50 
percent  of  the  retail  space  at  below-mar- 
kei;  rents,  with  a  quarter  of  the  100-150 
hoijsing  units  to  be  rented  to  low-  and 
moderate-income  tenants. 


FOR  IMMEDIATE  RELEASE  lAV80-NR-027 

GOVERNMENT  AGREES  TO  REOPEN  SITE  SELECTION  PROCESS  TO  INCLUDE  NORTH 
STATION  AREA  FOR  NEW  FEDERAL  BUILDING 

Kevin  White,  Mayor  of  Boston,  and  Mr.  L.  F.  Bretta,  New  England 
Regional  Administrator  of  GSA,  announced  today  that  General  Services 
Administration  has  agreed  to  reopen  the  site  selection  process  to 
include  a  site  in  the  North  Station  area  as  a  fourth  potential  site 
for  the  proposed  new  Boston  Federal  building.   In  order  to  make  this 
area  feasible  for  consideration  as  a  fourth  site,  the  Mayor  has  agreed 
to  present  to  GSA,  within  two  months,  a  firm  commitment  on  the  removal 
of  the  elevated  structure  of  the  MBTA  Green  Line  on  Causeway  Street 
and  Lomasney  Way.   As  part  of  that  commitment,  there  would  be  a 
committed  source  of  funding  and  a  schedule  for  removal  of  the  structure 
which  would  be  satisfactory  to  the  General  Services  Administration. 
In  addition,  the  Mayor  has  agreed  to  provide  to  GSA  a  cleared  site 
at  nominal  cost. 

GSA  has  agreed  to  incorporate  the  site  in  the  North  Station  area 
in  its  environmental  impact  study  and  to  conduct  a  public  hearing 
in  early  May  regarding  this  site. 

In  making  the  announcement,  Mr.  Bretta  said,  "It  is  the  policy 

of  the  Administration  to  work  with  local  officials  in  locating 

(MORE) 
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buildings  where  they  can  have  a  major  impact  on  urban  revitalization 
efforts  and  enhance  the  quality  of  life."   Mayor  White  recently  unveiled 
a  major  urban  revitalizat ion  pi  an  for  the  North  Station  area.   These 
considerations  have  prompted  GSA  to  take  another  look  at  the  area. 

"A  lot  will  depend,"  said  Mi-.  Bretta,  "on  the  city's  ability  to 
accomplish  the  necessary  tasks  within  a  time  frame  that  is  economically 
feasible  for  GSA  to  include  the  proposed  si  te  in  the  site  selection 
process.   Cooperation  between  Federal^  State,  and  local  government 
wiil  be  essential,"  he  emphasized,  "if  the  site  is  to  be  considei-ed. " 

Mr.  Bretta  also  stressed  that  Federal  resources  should  not  be 
used  alone  but  as  incentives  to  attract  and  siipport  other  public  and 
private  investments  in  the  community. 

Mayor  White  views  the  possible  lo'^ation  of  a  new  Federal,  building 
in  the  North  Station  area  as  the  catalyst  that  could  turn  this  whole 
area  around  and  prompt  considerabJe  investment  by  the  private  sector. 

The  Mayor  has  pledged  the  full  support  of  his  office  to  make  the 
site  available  for  future  development. 
+  +  +++++++  +  +  +++  +  +  ++++++++++++++  :--t  -1-4-+  +  +  +  +++  +  +++++  +  +  +  +  +  +  +  +++++  +  ++++  f  +  +  +  + 
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US  to  reconsider 

North  StatjoE  building  site 


By  Peter  Cowen 
Globe  Staff 

The  federal  government  has  agreed  to  reconsider  a 
North  SUtion  site  for  a  $75  railhon  federal  office  build- 
ing, well-placed  government  officials  said  yesterday. 


Reconsideration  of  the  site,  which  is  fa- 
vored by  Mayor  Kevin  H.  White,  is  expeiiod  to 

add  more  than  six  months  and  as  much  as  $10 
million  to  the  construction  costs  of  the  build- 
ing 

The  extra  time  will  be  needed  for  prcp.ua- 
llon  of  an  environmental  impact  staiement  and 
an  additional  public  hearing,  both  required  be- 
fore a  site  is  selected  The  US  General  Services 
Administration  has  spent  one  year  reducing 
the  number  of  sites  under  consideration  from 
I-:  '..  >ree.  Now  there  are  four, 

T--'  .-.ecision  by  the  GSA  represents  a  m.tjor 
viciory  for  White,  who  is  said  to  view  the  reha- 
bilitation of  the  North  Station  ar^a  as  a  poten- 
tial legacy  of  his  four-term  mayor:iity. 

The  site,  on  Causeway  street  where  North 
Station  stands,  had  been  rejected  by  the  CSA 
£>reviously.  But  White,  the  day  after  his  uiau- 
gviration  this  year,  flew  to  Washington  and  ap 
pealed  directly  to  GSA  Administrator  Rov.Und 
G.  Freeman  3d. 

"The  decision  was  not  made  at  the  GSA 


level,"  said  one  government  source,  declining 
to  be  identified.  "The  White  House  was  respon- 
sible." 

The  source  said  White  House  aides,  eager  to 
keep  Willie  neutral  in  the  presidential  race,  ap- 
plied pressure  to  the  GSA  to  reopen  the  selec- 
tion process  to  include  the  m.iycr's  favored 
site. 

■  The  mayor  has  scheduled  a  news  confer- 
ence for  tixiay,  and  oificia' .  said  he  and  Re- 
gional GSA  Administrator  Lawrence  Bretta 
would  announce  that  the  North  Station  site 
V.MS  being  reconsidered. 

There  was  no  comment  from  City  Hall  offi- 
cials yesterday  about  the  subject  of  the  news 
conference. 

Ralph  Memulo,  a  spokesman  for  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority,  said  that  neither  he 
nor  the  agency's  director,  Robert  Ryan,  would 
comment  on  the  site  or  the  subject  of  the  news 

conference.  ,  ,  ,     .  ,  j 

For  his  part,  Bretta  said  he  w.is  scheduled 

to  meet  with  White  half  an  hour  before  the 

news  conference,  but  Bretta  insi-'ed  no  deci- 


sion about  the  site  would  be  made  until  after 
his  mc?tng  witn  thi;  m.ivor. 

The  other  three  sites  are  a  building  known 
as  Church  Green  b.-  rdered  by  Summer.  Llssex 
and  Kingston  streets  downtown,  bOO  W.^shing- 
ton  street  in  the  m-i  ailed  C- .  Zone  of 
"adult  entertainm.er.i"  stores;  an-':  ...c  corner  of 
Tremont  and  Boyiston  streets  o\erkio!<in.g  the 
Boston  Common. 

Of  those  locations,  the  GSA  rfc|jort(»dly  fa- 
vors Tremont-Bovls';Oii.  while  downtown  mer- 
chants want  the  bni'uing  at  600  Washington 
St.,  near  the  the  proposed  Lafayette  Place  de- 
velopment ond  the  r-  tail  shopping  dirtnct. 

The  building  wiit  house  about  4000  federal 
employees  and  stand  at  least  as  high  Af  .'he  22- 
story  John  F.  Kennedy  building. 

Once  a  site  is  chosen,  construction  is  ex- 
pected to  take  three  to  four  years,  and  there 
has  been  speculation  that  the  evontji!  cost 
will  run  as  high  as  JI >3  million.  The  building  is 
to  be  named  after  US  House  Speaker  Thomas 
P.  O'Npdi  Jr. 
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aiDrees  to  a 


wer  site  selection 


By  ALEX  MacPHAIL 

Staff  Writer 

Although  it  will  cost  an  addition- 
al $2  million  in  federal  tax  dollars, 
the  General  Services  Administra- 
tion yesterday  agreed  to  delay  by  at 
least  two  months  final  selection  of  a 
site  for  a  new  $90  million  40-story 
federal  office  tower  in  Boston. 

Lawrence  Brctta,  GSA  regional 
administrator,  said  the  additional 
time  would  be  spent  to  prepare  an 
environment  impact  study  and  hold 
a  public  hearing  on  a  potential  site 
in  the  North  Station  area  —  a  site 
that  Mayor  Kevin  White  has  been 
lobbying  hard  for  both  here  and  in 
Washington. 

The  huildintr,  to  be  named  in 
honor  of  Rep.  Thoma.s  P.  O'Neill, 
Jr.,  speaker  of  the  House,  was  to 
have  been  located  at  one  of  three 
potential  sites  in  the  downtown 
area.  White  made  hi.s  pitch  for  the 
fourth  silt  in  January, 


At  a  City  Hall  press  conference 
yesterday,  following  a  meeting  with 
White,  Bretta  said  additional  costsi 
will  run  to  "about  $900,000  a 
month." 

He  said,  however,  that  the  time 
lag  would  not  be  too  significant 
since  the  North  Station  area  would 
offer  clear  land  as  oppo.sed  to  the 
other  sites  which  would  invclve  de- 
molition and  the  relocation  of  ten- 
ants. 

The  initial  three  sites  are  at 
lower  Washinj^on  Street  at  Essex 
Street,  Tremont  and  Boylston 
Streets,  and  at  Church  Green  in  the 
downtown  area. 

The  city,  according  to  Bretta,  is 
prepared  to  offer  the  GSA  .'lome 
150,000  square  feet  of  iund  bounded 
by  Causeway  Street,  Lomasisoy 
Way  and  Minot  Street,  at.  v.h:>.t  he 
called  a  nominal  cost  of  between  $6 
and  $7  million." 

Bretta  said  the  new  complex,  ex- 
pected to  be  completed  by   198,<, 


would  house  as  many  as  4,000  em- 
ployees and  would  save  the  federal 
government  some  $3.05  million  m 
annual  leased  office  space  in  the 
Boston  area. 

Although  White  has  pressed 
hard  for  the  fourth  site,  Bretta  said 
consideration  of  the  North  Station 
area  does  n<it  mean  the  other  sites 
are  being  ruled  out. 

"There  will  be  no  recommenda- 
tion of  any  of  the  four  sites  until  af- 
ter the  public  hesHng  (on  t!to  North- 
Station  pn)posal)  in  mid-May,"  he 
said. 

White  has  referred  to  the  GSA 
building  as  "the  .'.nchor"  o.^"  an  am- 
b'tious  $500  million  business-resi- 
dential develop;ntnl  for  the  area 
which  he  unveiled  just  before  his  re- 
election. He  agreed  that  siiould  the 
building  not  be  Iwated  near  North 
Station  his  development  plans 
v.ould  be  set  back  a.s  many  as  five 
years. 
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NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  HEARING  OK  THE 
PROPOSED  BOSTOW  FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDIWG 

A  public  hearing  will  be  hein  on  May  6  :980  at  7  00  pm  al  Faneuil  Mali. 
Bosloti  lor  the  pjr^,ose  o(  providing  to  furllipt  public  input  Into  the  stie 
selection  lor  the  j.  •  posei  Boston  Federal  Otiice  Building  p(0(ect  and 
to  assist  General  Services  Admintsita  Ion  (GSAj  m  assessing  public 
sentirrwnt  reoardu  y  a  tourth  poter^ttal  site  at  North  Station  which  is 
being  ini.ijded  fi-'^  consideralton  (or  the  proposed  project. 
Inieresled  parties  des>rtng  (,-•  p.  esent  oi  al  comments  at  ine  hearing  are 
let^oested  to  register  either  at  the  hean  ig  pnoi  to  ccrri  men  cement  of 
the  proceedings  or  by  pre-registratlon  with  Ms  Beverly  James  GSA 
OperaiionJ  Planning,  Rn  ^2^  John  W  McCormack  Post  Ottice  & 
Coorlhou.-e  Boston,  MA  021C9,  Tel  No  (617)  223-2707  A  (tmtl  or  one  i 
spokerrran  tor  each  grobp  Is  requested  Speakers  will  be  neard  :n 
order  oi  regi-ifralion  and  w;ii  be  a^ked  to  hmit  ttiPir  comments  to  five  , 
minutes  It  it  becomes  necessary  to  conclude  the  hearing  bctore  a" 
registered  speakers  have  been  heard,  the  hearing  will  resume  al 
Faneuil  Hall  the  loUowing  evening  May  7.  1980  at  7  00  p  m.  Written 
comments  may  be  submittea  either  at  the  conclusion  o(  the  hearing  or 
by  mail. 

A4I  sjbstantive  comments  received  at  the  hearing  and  before  the  close 
of  the  commenttng  peiod  on  May  21,  1980  will  leceive  response  in  the 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Stalemenl  currently  in  process 
A  verbatim  iransc  ipt  of  the  hearing  win  be  made  and  will  be  availaole 
I6r  public  review  May  19  through  May  21.  1980  during  normal  work  ng 
hours  at  the  GSA  business  Service  Center  Rm  L-1  in  the  lobby  of  the 
John  W.  McCorrrack  Post  OMice  and  Courthouse  The  transcript  wilt 
also  be  incluut-d  ^s  pari  of  the  Finai  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
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NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  KURING  ON  THE 
PROPOSED  BOSTONfepAL  OFHCE  BUILDING 

A  Dubtic  hearing  will  be  hckion  May  6.  )980  «t  7. CO  cm  et  Fan- 
euil  Hall  Boston  for  the  purpose  of  providing  for  fur-tt>er  pobhc 
input  mto  tne  s  t(  seict.on  for  the  pi  oposed  Boslor.  Fe<>crai  01 
fice  Bulla  -lO  p  or*<l  and  to  assist  Genera'  Services  Administra- 
tion <GSA)  m  a'^^sess.ng  public  sentiment  regarding  a  *oorth  po- 
tential s  te  at  Nortn  S'at.on  whidi  is  being  mcluOeO  for  consid- 
eration  tor  the  proposeo  proiect, 

Irrteresteo  parte  cJesirmg  to  present  oral  comnients  at  tf>e 
hearing  are  requested  to  register  either  at  the  hear  no  prior  to 
commencement  of  the  proceedings  or  bv  pre-registration  with 
MS  Beverlv  Jame-,  G*^A  Operational  Planning,  Rm  72<  John 
W  McCormack  Post  Oi^ice  &  CourttKHjse  Boston  MA  02109, 
TH  (617>  223-2'07  A  lim  1  of  one  sooKe  man  for  e«ch  group  is 
requested  Speakers  w  II  be  heard  n  order  of  reg-stration  and 
will  be  asked  to  limit  their  comments  to  f  ve  mirnites  if  it  be- 
comes necessary  to  conclu<3e  the  tvarmo  txfore  ail  registered 
speakers  have  been  heard,  the  hearing  will  resume  at  Faneuil 
Hall  the  follow  ng  evening,  Mav  7.  )980  at  7  00  p  m  Written 
comments  mav  be  submitted  either  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
tearing  or  by  mail 

All  substantive  comments  received  fit  ttie  hearing  and  before 
ttte  close  of  the  comment  ng  penod  on  May  ?i,  1980  w  II  receive 
response  in  the  FInai  Environn>ental  impact  Statement  cur- 
rentiv  tn  p^'ocess 

A  verbatim  transcript  of  the  hearing  will  be  mMe  aryj  witf  be 
available  for  plOI  c  revtew  Mav  19  tfirough  Mjy  21  1980  our mg 
normal  working  hotrs  at  the  GSA  Business  Ser vfce  Center,  km 
LI  in  tt>e  kJbbv  of  the  John  W  McCormack  Post  Office  and 
Courthouse  The  transcnpi  will  a. so  be  included  as  part  of  the 
Final  Environmental  impact  Stfi+emenl. 
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BRA  passes 
North  Station 
renewal  plan 

By  Anthony  J.  Yudls  !  -r 

Globe  Staff        ^        ■ 

The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  yesterday 
ur>anlmously  approved  a  50-acre  North  Station  ur- 
ban renewal  project.  Its  prime  objective  Is  a  develop- 
ment site  for  a  J90-mllllon  federal  office  building  by 
late  summer. 

-  The  approval  came  after  BRA  Director  Robert 
Ryan  and  architect-consultant  Moshe  Safdie  out- 
lined long-range  redevelopment  proposals. 

The  plan  had  the  support  of  businesses  and  In- 
stitutions In  the  North  Station  area. 

The  plan  also  has  to  be  approved  by  the  City 
Council  and  the  state  Department  of  Communities 
and  Development.  All  approvals  would  give  the  BRA 
eminent  domain  and  development  control  powers. 

The  approvals  also  followed  pleas  by  a  West  End 
priest  and  a  resident  In  the  area  to  exclude  a  small 
residential  block  representing  the  last  remaining 
section  of  the  old  West  End  that  was  not  been  razed 
in -the  '60s. 

The  remaining  residential  enclave  Is  between 
Nashua  street  at  North  Station  and  opposite 
Charles  River  Park  high  rise  complex  on  Lomasney 
way.  About  18  buildings,  with  80  households,  re- 
main. 

The  area  between  Lomasney  way  and  Nashua 
street  would  be  razed  under  the  plan  to  allow  for 
widening  of  Lomasney  way.  This  would  become  the 
main  artery,  replacing  Nashua  street.  Nashua  street 
would  be  closed  and  serve  as  development  sites  for 
the  proposed  federal  office  bulding  or  other  uses. 

The  project  area,  which  would  anticipate  $400 
million  in  private  investment,  according  to  Ryan,  is 
bounded  by  the  Charles  River  on  the  north,  the 
Fitzgerald  Expressway  on  the  east,  Causeway  street 
on  the  south  and  Lomasney  way  (Charles  River 
Park)  on  the  west. 

Of  the  50  acres  in  the  project,  41  acres  are  open 
space,  (including  part  of  the  Charles  River)  parking 
lots  or  streets. 

In  a  letter  to  the  board,  Mayor  Kevin  H.  White 
urged  immediate  approval  of  the  plan.  He  noted  that 
since  Jan.  1.  he  has  "devoted  considerable  effort  at 
convincing  the  federal  government  that  Its  new  of- 
fice buIHing  should  be  located  In  the  North  StaUon 
area." 

Ryan  said  no  federal  funds  Initially  would  be 
used!  but  the  program's  implementation  would  de- 
pend on  a  $6  million  bond  program  from  the  city  . 
Later  the  city  would  apply  to  a  number  of  federal 
agencies  for  grants  to  suppport  improvements.  The 
value  of  property  to  be  taken  totals  roughly  $2.5  mil- 
lion to  $2  6  million,  he  said.  Relocation  of  80  house- 
holds and  22  commercial  businesses  would  cost 
about  $1.1  million. 

"We  are  put  on  a  very  strict  timetable  by  GSA 
(federal  General  Services  Administration  In  charge 
of  the  federal  building  development),"  he  said. 
"They  told  us  they  have  to  make  a  decision  by  late 


Map  shows  boundaries  of  NortJi  Station  renewal  project. 


summer  or  go  back  to  the  two  former  sites  on  Wash 
ington  street  (sites  which  GSA  earlier  recommend 
ed).- 

But  Rev.  Gerald  Burke,  of  St.  Joseph's  Church  In 
the  West  End,  urged  the  BRA  to  save  "this  little  area 
of  habitation." 

"It's  a  tremendously  exciting  plan  and  1  wouldn't 
want  to  be  opposed  to  all  of  It,"  he  said. 

Existing  residents  would  not  be  able  to  supjwrt 
the  new  housing  (1 100  units,  planned  by  developing 
a  waterfront  Island  in  back  of  North  Station).  Fr. 
Bucke  said. 

Samuel  Crisafulli  of  BUlerica  street,  a  building 
owner  and  occupant,  presented  his  own  compro- 
mise plan  to  the  BRA  that  he  said  would  spare  the 
homes. 

"We  are  not  rowdies  and  we  would  love  to  work 
with  the  BRA"  to  find  a  solution,  Crisafulli  said. 

The  board  also  voted,  after  hearing  Fr.  Bucke 
and  Crisafulli,  "to  direct"  the  director  and  his  staff 
to  investigate  the  possibility  of  preserving  as  many 
of  the  residential  buildings  as  possible  and  to  inves- 
tigate housing  opportunities  that  could  be  ready  be- 
fore any  actual  relocation  begins. 
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REPORT  ON  BUILDINGS  OF  ARCHITECTURAL  AND  HISTORICAL 
SIGNIFICANCE  LOCATED  ON  SEVEN  POTENTIAL  SITES  FOR  THE 
BOSTON  FEDEBAL  OFFICE  BUILDING  -  SUBMITTED  BY  BOSTON 
PRESERVATION  ALLIANCE 


ZIS 


yO"S4'!!i>£ 


an  associnhc  n  of  precRfvation  orcnni;alions 
F(.X)m  944  City  Hall,  Boston,  MA  02201 


February  12,  1979 


Mr.  Lawrence  F.  Bretta 

Regional  Administrator 

General  Services  Administration,  Region  1 

John  W.  McCorinack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 

Boston,  MA  02109 


Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

In  compl  iance.  with  your  request,  I  am  pleased  to  suhniit  the  followinq  report 
detailing  the  buildings  of  architectural  and  historical  significance  on  each 
of  the  seven  potential  sites  for  the  Boston  Federal  Office  Building.  The 
sites  are  identified  by  the  letters  A,  C,  E,  K,  L,  N  and  0.' 


!n  addition  to  a  brief  introduction  describing  tnethodoloay,  the  report 
contains  the  following  items  for  each  site:  (1)  site  description,  (2)  individual 
descriptions  of  all  historic  buildings,  (3)  comments  rcaardinq  advantaaes 
and  disadvantages  of  the  site,  (4)  a  map  (at  1":100')  identifying  all 
historically  iiTiportant  buildings,  substantial  buildings,  expendable 
buildings,  and  vacant  parcels. 


Leslie  Larson 

New  England  Chapter 

Society  of  Architectural  Historians 
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RF.PORT  ON  BiJILnilIGS  OF  ARCHITF.CTURAL  AND  HISTORICAL 
SlGrJIFICANCF.  LOCATED  ON  SEVEN  POTENTIAL  SITES  FOR 
THE  BOSTON  FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDING 


Prepared  for:  Mr.  Lawrence  F.  Bretta 
Reqional  Administrator 
General  Services  Administration,  Region  1 
John  W.  McCorrnack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 
Boston,  MA  02109 


Prepared  by:   Leslie  Larson 

New  England  Chapter 

Society  of  Architectural  Historians 

and 

Angus  W,  Crowe,  A. I .A. 
Chairman 

Historic  Resources  Committee 
!      Boston  Society  of  Architects 
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INTRODUCTION: 

The  following  sites  are  analyzed  in  terms  of  their  historical 
resources: 

Site  "A"  Theater  District 

Site  "C"  Bulfinch  Triangle,  North  Station  area 

Site  "E"  Theater  District 

Site  "K"  Theater  District 

Site  "L"  Church  Green 

Site  "N"  Dewey  Square,  South  Station  area 

Site  "0"  Theater  &  Retail  districts,  Boston  Common 


Accompanying  the  text  is  a  map  (at  1":100')  of  each  site  with 
legend.  The  following  categories  are  identified  on  this  map: 
buildings  of  historical  and  architectural  significance,  buildings 
of  moderate  interest,  expendable  buildings  (with  little  or  no 
significance),  vacant  parcels.  Each  historic  building  is  identified 
by  address  for  reference  to  the  text. 

The  text  describes  the  site  and  the  individual  buildings  of  merit 
and  offers  comments  on  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  the  site. 

There  has  been  no  attempt  to  establish  a  hierarchy  among  the  historic 
buildings.  All  are  considered  significant  under  one  or  more  of  the 
following  criteria:  historical  significance,  architectural  significance, 
or  street  scale  and  massing.  It  is  important  that  all  of  the 
buildings  of  historical  and  architectural  significance  be  preserved. 
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Historically  Important 
_ J  Substantial 
J  Expendable 
~J  Vacant 
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Site  "A' 


Site  "A"  is  bounded  by  Washington  and  Essex  Streets,  Hayward  Place 
and  Harrison  Avenue,  and  is  completely  filled  in  by  a  single 
building,  which  is  of  architectural  and  historical  merit. 

600  Washington  Street:  Washington  -  Essex  Building,  1905,  Winslow 
&  Bigelow,  architects,  was  built  as  the  Henry  Siegel  Company 
Department  Store.  The  building  is  7  stories,  of  tan  brick  with 
ornate  terra-cotta  Beaux  Arts  detail.  Included  within  the  structure 
is  an  important  Boston  theater,  the  Essex,  which  was  built  as  The 
RKO  Boston  Theater,  a  vaudeville  and  movie  house  by  Edward  Albee 
and  Joseph  P.  Kennedy  in  1925.  Thomas  Lamb  was  the  architect.  The 
theater  occupies  the  site  of  Selwyn's  Theater  of  1867. 

P_oj™e']'tl  Adjacent  to  this  site  is  a  35,700  square  foot  parcel 
containing  an  outmoded  parking  garage  which  could  conceivably  be 
used  for  new  construction  in  connection  with  the  rehabilitation 
of  the  Washington-Essex  Building,  whose  area  totals  about  270,000 
exclusive  of  the  theater. 
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Site  "C 


Site  "C"  is  bounded  by  Portland,  Traverse,  Merrimac,  Lancaster  and 
Causeway  Streets  in  the  "Bui  finch  Triannle"  near  North  Station.  The 
block  contains  5  buildings  of  architectural  and  historical  merit  plus 
4  expendable  structures  and  one  19,000  square  foot  vacant  parcel. 

142  Portland  St.  (corner  of  Traverse  &  Merrimac):  1895,  Stephen  Codman, 
Architect,  is  a  5  story  loft  building  of  red  brick  with  limestone 
trim,  keystones,  lion  heads,  string  courses  and  a  bracketed  cornice. 
Limestone  is  used  to  surround  large  oval  and  round  windows  on  the  top 
floor.  The  style  is  modified  Beaux  Arts. 

174J^or_tland  St_  JX^Jrl.'Ic.^A't.s.r -^--J--  1897,  Stephen  Codman,  Architect. 
This  loft  building  is  6  stories  and  the  unique  Portland  Street  facade  is 
of  granite,  modified  Beaux  Arts  in  style,  consisting  of  5-story  plain 
deep  pilasters  with  stylized  capitals  and  cornice  plus  a  large  oval 
window.  The  Lancaster  Street  facade  is  a  modified  version  in  red 
brick  with  corbelling  and  limestone  cornice,  sills  and  keystones. 

IRQ  Portland  St:  circa  1885,  is  a  massive  6-story  loft  buildina  in 
red  brick  with  brownstone  trim.  Features  include  corbelling  and  other 
fine  brickwork,  3  massive  round-arched  windows,  and  fine  brownstone 
carving,  hood  moulds,  label  stops  and  string  courses.  The  massing  is 
impressive  and  the  detailing  exceptional.  Richardsonian  Romanesque 
in  style. 

190  Portland  St.  (Corner  of  Causeway):  circa  1885,  is  similar  in  style 
and  materials  to  180.  It  is  5  stories,  of  red  brick  and  brownstone 
with  a  series  of  large  2-story  round-arched  window  bays.  Richardsonian 
Romanesque. 

25  Lancaster  St. :  circa  1885,  is  a  3-story  red  brick  and  brownstone 
loft  building  with  a  cast  iron  first  floor.  Fine  brownstone  carvino, 
string  courses,  hood  moulds  and  cornice  combine  with  brick  corbelling. 
Richardsonian  Romanesque. 

In  the  balance  of  the  Bulfinch  Triangle,  bounded  by  Merrimac,  Canal 
and  Causeway  Streets,  there  are  22  buildinas  of  historical  architectural 
importance,  9  buildings  of  moderate  interest,  17  expendable  structures 
and  9  (mostly  small  and  irregular)  vacant  parcels.  These  are  shown  on 
the  map  for  comparison  with  Site  "C". 

Comment:  All  but  one  of  the  5  historic  buildinas  on  this  site  are 
fairly  large  and  could  potentially  be  adaptable  for  federal  use. 
The  total  area  of  the  5  is  180,800  square  feet.  The  difficulty  would 
come  in  finding  sufficient  land  for  new  construction  of  a  scale  that 
would  be  at  home  in  this  unique  area.  All  blocks  in  the  Triangle  pose 
the  same  problem  in  varying  denrees. 
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Site  "E" 


Site  "E"   is  bounded  by  Washington,   Essex  and  Beach  Streets,  and  Harrison 
Avenue.   This  block  is  one  of  Boston's  most  historically  significant  in 
that  the  pre-Revolutionary  War  Liberty  Tree  and  Liberty  Tree  Tavern  once 
occupied  the  corner  of  Essex  and  Washington  Streets.   The  present 
occupants  of  that  site,   the  Liberty  Tree  Block  and  the  Lafayette 
Hotel,   are  also  of  great  importance  as  are  several   other  adjacent 
buildings.   The  block  contains  11    historic  buildings,   3  expendable 
structures,   and  an  irregular  vacant  parcel   of  11,180  square  feet. 

630  Washington  St.    (corner  of  Essexj;_  Liberty  Tree  Block,   1850,   built 
by  David  Sears,    is  a   5-story  red  brick  structure  with  brownstone  quoins, 
sills  and  lintels,  and  a  copper  and  slate  hipped  roof  with  octagonal 
dormers.    It   represents  Greek  and  Renaissance  Revival    styles.   A  wood 
carving  of  the  Liberty  Tree  by  Messrs.   Winsor  and  Brother,  ship  carvers, 
is  set  into  the  Washington  Street  facade.   Originally  the  building 
contained  a  series  of  elegant  function  halls  above  ground  floor  shops. 
The  most  sumptuous  of  these  rooms.  Union  Hall,  was  described  in 
Gleason's  Pictorial   of  1852  as   "beyond  doubt  the  most  elegant  affair  of 
the  kind  in  the  country."   In  addition  to  its  architectural   and  historical 
importance,   the  Liberty  Tree  Block  holds  a  key  location  in  the  Theater 
District  as  the  terminus  of  the  Boylston  Street  vista. 

644  Washington  St.:    1824,    Ralph  Haskins,   builder,   has  a  distinctive  red 
brick  5-5tory  Adamesque   facade  with  Flemish  bond  brickwork,   a   slate 
Tiansard  roof  and  3  dormers.    It  was  built  as  the  Lafayette  Hotel    (with 
General   Lafayette  visiting  on  August  22,   1824)  on  the  site  of  the  1760 
Liberty  Tree  Tavern.   In  1861    it  became  Brigham's  Hotel.  A  rear  addition 
was  completed  in  1888  and  the  building  housed  the  famous  Silver  Dollar 
Bar  from  the  1920's   to  the  1940's. 

646  Washington  St. :      1891,   Winslow  &  Wetherell,  architects,   is   a 
"6-story  tan  brick  and  brownstone  office  building  in  the  late  Renaissance 
Revival   Style. 

658  Washington  St. :     Pi Igrim  Theater,  1912,   C.H.   Blackall,  architect. 
It  was' buTl't  within  an  1891    shell   as  the  Washington  Street  Olympia  and 
contains  4  floors  of  offices  above  the  theater  lobby.  The  facade  is 
stucco.   This  was  the  first  "de-luxer"  built  for  movies  in  Boston  and  is 
the  city's  oldest  continuous  cinema. 

660  Washington  St.    (corner  of  Beach):   1918,   Henry  Bailey  Alden,   architect. 
The  brick  and"concrete  facade  was  added  at  that  time  to  an  earlier  4- 
story  building. 

33  Harrison  Ave,    (corner  of  Beach):    1908,   C.H.    Blackall,   architect.   An 
"8-story  brick  early  Art  Deco  loft  building. 

23  Harrison  Ave. :   1882,   a  5-story  brick  building  with  a  corbeled  cornice. 
White  stucco  has  been  added. 

l_l_Essex^t^:   circa  1865,  built  by  David  Sears  Trust.  This  3-story  mercantile 
b~uild"ing  is  unique  in  Boston  with  its  wooden  facade,  built  to  simulate 
cast  iron,   consisting  of  3  window  bays  and  an  ornamented  cornice. 

17  Essex  St. :      1875,   William  M.    Rumery  &  Co.,   builder,   is  an  ornate  4-story 
Ruski'nian  Gothic  mercantile  building  with  a  finely  detailed  facade  of 
polychrome  sandstone. 


(Site  "E"  Continued) 


21  Essex  _St^.j_  circa  1845.  The  bow  front  of  this  3-story  side  qable  house 
has  been  replaced  by  a  strange  pastiche  of  stucco  and  metal. 

25  Essex  St. :  circa  1875.  This  is  a  fine  5-story  Nova  Scotia  stone 
former  hotel  (Essex  House),  with  Victorian  Gothic  window  caps,  a  slate 
mansard  roof  and  6  dormers. 

Commentj^  While  there  are  11  historic  buildings  on  the  site,  most  of 
them  are  either  too  small,  too  fragile  or  too  separated  to  be  useful 
for  Federal  purposes.  There  is  also  little  vacant  or  potentially  vacant 
land  for  new  construction  and  the  site  is  split  in  half  by  the  Pilgrim 
Theater,  an  historic  building.  The  delicate  scale  of  this,  one  of 
Boston's  most  historic  blocks,  would  be  endangered  by  large  scale  new 
construction. 
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Site  "K" 

Site  "K"   comprises  about  two-thirds  of  the  block  bounded  by  Tremont, 
Washington,  Avery  and  Boylston  Streets.   The  Tremont  Street  side  is 
excluded  and  is  separated  from  the  site  by  Haymarket  Place  and  Head 
Place.   All   6  buildings  on  the  site  are  of  architectural   and  historical 
merit.   The  balance  of  the  site  is  taken  up  by  3  separated  vacant 
parcels  of  19,010  square  feet,  6,650  square  feet  and  5,500  square 
feet  respectively,  or  a  total   of  31,160  square  feet. 

10  Avery  St.    (Corner  of  Washington):   Avery  Hotel,   1915,   Blackall,  Clapp 
&  Whittemore,   architects,   is  a   10-story  brick  hotel   with  limestone  trim. 

597  Washington  St. :   circa   1880,   is  a  4-story  stone  commercial    building 
with  fine  Neo-Grec  detail. 

605  Washington  St. :  circa  1865,  is  a  6-story  former  piano  factory  and 
one  of  Boston's  rare  surviving  cast  iron-fronted  buildings.  The  upper 
3  floors  have  been  encased  in  sheet  metal. 

617  Washington  St. :   State  Theater,   1879,   built  by  famous  Bostonian 
Lotta  Crabtree  as  the  Park  Theater  within  the  shell   of  an  older  hall, 
it  is  the  oldest  extant  playhouse  in  Boston,  Booth  and  Mansfield  played 
here,   Ruth  St.  .Denis  danced  on  its  stage  in  1910  and  the  Boston  Opera 
Company  derived  from  a  meeting  of  Eben  Jordan  and  Henry  Russell   at  a 
1907  San  Carlo  Opera  performance  in  the  theater.    It  was  remodeled  in 
1903  by  architect  C.H.   Blackall.   The  theater  is  housed  in  a  6-story 
early  Art  Deco  cast  concrete  office  building. 

39  Boylston  St. :     Boston  Edison  Company,   1906,  Winslow  &  Bigelow, 
architects.   This  is  an  11-story  limestone  office  building  distinguished 
by  copper  torches  and  a  bracketed  balcony  and  cornice. 

10  Haymarket  Place:   1879,  Gridley  J.F.   Bryant,  architect,   is  a  5-story 
brick  loft  building  with  quarry-faced  granite  lintels  and  a  brick 
cornice  with  granite  end  brackets.    It  was  designed  by  one  of  Boston's 
most  distinguished  architects   (Old  City  Hall,  Charles  Street  Jail,  etc.). 

6  buildings  of  historical   and  architectural   importance  are  adjacent  to 
the  site  facing  Tremont,  Avery  and  Boylston  Streets.   These  include 
two  1860's  brownstone  houses  at  174,   175  Tremont,   the  Astor  (formerly 
Tremont)  Theater  of  1889  at  12  Tremont  (24  Avery)  a  1916  marble  office 
building  at  178  Tremont,   the  granite  Masonic  Lodge  of  1897  at  186  Tremont, 
and  a  small    lo74  brick  building  at  28  Avery. 

Comment:     Excluding  the  State  Theater,   the  historic  buildings  on  the  site 
have  a  combined  floor  area  of  about  252,200  square  feet.   They  are  not 
all   contiguous,   however,  and  the  floor  levels  undoubtedly  vary  greatly. 
The  lack  of  any  sizeable  vacant  parcel  makes  substantial   new  construction 
virtually  impossible.  Any  large-scale  structure  would  have  damaging 
effects  on  the  delicate  scale  of  the  Theater  District. 
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Site  "L" 

Site  "L"   is   located  at  Church  Green  and  consists  of  one  block,   bounded  by 
Suimier,   Bedford  and  Kingston  Streets,   plus   part  of  an  adjacent  block, 
bounded  by  Kingston,   Bedford  and  Columbia  Streets.    It  contains  5 
historically  and  architecturally  significant  buildings    (included   in   the 
Commercial    Palace  Historic   District  which  has  been   submitted,   and 
declared  eligible,    for  the  National    Register  of  Historic  Places) 
plus  an  expendable  city  parking  garage,  an  equally  expendable  small 
one-story  structure  and  23,   700  square  feet  of  vacant  land.    It  is 
suggested  that  consideration  be  given  to  expanding  the  site   to   include 
the  balance  of  the  garage  block,   bounded  by  Kingston,   Columbia  and  Essex 
Streets,   pi ua  an  adjacent  block,   bounded  by  Columbia,   Bedford,   Essex 
and  Lincoln  Streets.   These  additions  contain   3  historic  buildings 
(although   it  might  be  prudent  to  exclude  the  Bedford  Building  at  99 
Bedford  Street,   since  its   rehabilitation  by  private  means  seems  certain), 
an  expendable  parking  garage  and  9,100  square  feet  of  vacant  land. 
If  the  land  under  the  expendable  buildings   (28,000,     20,150,      1,280 
square  feet  respectively)  were  added   to  the  presently  vacant  land,  the 
area  available  for  new  construction  would  total   82,230  square  feet. 

87  Summer  St.  (corner  of  Kincjston):    1873-4,   5-story  granite  mercantile 
building  with^majestic  pedimen'ted  dormers  and  Neo-Grec  detail. 

93  Summer  St. :     1873-4,   5-story  granite  mercantile  building  with  Neo- 
Grec  pilasters  and  quoins. 

101    Summer  St. :    1873-4,   5-story  granite  mercantile  building  similar 
to  93.   Similar  facade  on  Bedford  Street. 

113  Summer  St.    (corner  of  Bedford):   Church  Green  Building,   1873-4, 
Jonathan  Preston,  architect,  this  is  an  impressive  5-story  granite 
mercantile  building  with  Neo-Grec  details,  a  slate  mansard  roof  and 
granite  dormers,  some  of  them  pedimented.   These  four  buildings,  as 
impressive  examples  of  Boston's  Granite  Style,  combine  to  form  a 
unique  ensemble. 

99  Bedford  St. (corner  of  Columbia  and  Lincoln):   The  Bedford  Building, 
1873,   Cummings   and  Sears,   architects.   This  5-story  white  marble  and  red 
granite  mercantile  building  is  one  of  Boston's  most  significant  late 
19th  century  structures.    It  is  Ruskinian  Gothic  in  style  and  beautifully 
detailed. 

100  Bedford  St.    (corner  of  Kingston):    1897,   Winslow  &  Wetherell,   architects, 
is  a   remarkable  bit  of  architectural   jewelry.    3  stories  in  height,   it  is 
faced  with  heavily  ornamented  unglazed  tan  terra-cotta.   Basically 

Late  Renaissance  Revival   in  style,   its  encrustations  include  masks, 
shields,   shells,  winged  angel   heads,   urns  and  columns.   The  elaborate 
terra-cotta  cornice  is  topped  by  rich  copper  cresting. 

80  Kingston  St. :   1899,   Kendall,  Taylor  &  Sterns,  architects,   is  a  5- 
story  red  brick  loft  building  with  a  white  terra-cotta  bracketed 
cornice,   lintels  and  window  surrounds.  The  first  floor  exhibits  classical 
detail   in  metal . 
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88  Kingston  St.    (corner  of  Fssex)_:    1893,  Winslow  &  Wetherell,  architects, 
is  a  5-story  red  brick   loft  building  with  brick  quoins  and  brovmstone 
lintels,  a  dentiled  cornice  with  rosettes  and  string  course  over 
pilastered  metal    first  and  second  floors.   The  style  is  Late  Renaissance 
Revival. 

Comment:   Excluding  the  Bedford  Building,   the  site  contains  6  fairly 
large  and  1   small   historic  building     with  a  total   area  approximating 
171,800  square  feet.   Most  of  the  buildings  are  fairly  monumental   in 
scale  which  would  visually  facilitate  adaptation  for  Federal   use. 
As  noted  above,  82,230  square  feet  of  land  would  be  available  for  new 
construction. 
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Site  "N" 


Site  "N"  is  bounded  by  SuiiiiTier,  Essex  and  South  Streets,  the  Central  Artery 
(underground)  and  Atlantic  Avenue  (Dewey  Square),  and  fares  South  Station. 
The  site  is  vacant  except  for  one  small  brick  city  maintenance  building, 
which  is  not  historic.  Total  area  is  about  59,800  square  feet.  If  the  site 
were  expanded  to  include  the  adjacent  block  bounded  by  Fssex,  South  and 
East  Streets  and  Atlantic  Avenue,  3  architecturally  and  historically 
important  structures  plus  a  19,575  square  foot  vacant  parcel  could  be 
considered. 

695^ Atlantic  Ave._  (corner  pf_§ssex_  and_  EastJ^:  Essex  Hotel,  1899,  Arthur 
H.  Bowdftch,  architect.  This  elaborate  and  monumental  11 -story  hotel  is 
constructed  of  red  brick  with  white  brick  quoins  and  rusticated  first 
and  second  floors,  terra-cotta  ornament  and  metal  cornice. 

21^  Essex  St. :  is  an  11 -story  addition  to  the  Essex  Hotel  with  almost 
identical  details. 

20  East  St^j_  1919,  F.A.  Norcross,  architect,  is  a  7-story  orange-brown 
brick  and  limestone  office  building  with  an  unusual  bracketed  cornice. 

Comments:  If  the  site  is  limited  to  the  Dewey  Square  parcel,  no  historic 
buildings  would  be  available.  If  the  site  is  expanded  to  include  the 
adjacent  block,  the  188,300  square  feet  of  area  in  the  three  historic 
buildings  could  be  considered.  There  are  questions  as  to  the  availability 
of  the  Essex  Hotel,  however. 
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Site  "0" 

Site  "0"  comprises  a   three -block  area   bounded  by  Tremont,  Avery  and  Wash- 
ington Streets  and  Temple  Place.    It   is   densely  built  with  only  ?.5,3An 
square  feet  of  vacant  land  in  4  se|)arated   parcels   (2,835,     11,485,     3,450, 
7,570  square  feet  respectively).    The  site  contains   32   historically  and 
architecturally  significant  buildings  and   includes   the  Washington  Street 
theaters  Historic  District   (National    Register),   511    through  549  Washington 
Street,   the  richest  block   in   terms  of  theatrical    history  in  Boston. 
Also,   there  are  5  buildings  of  moderate   interest  and  10  structures  with 
little  or  no  architectural   merit. 

XL_Jp'-'Ple._P]j'ce:   circa   1840,   is  a  5-story  brick  building,  typical   of 
the  period.   The  top  two  floors  are  a  later  addition, 

19  Temple  Place:   circa  IS-^^O,   is  a  5-story  brick  building  similar  to  11, 

23  Temple  Place:   circa  1850,   is  a  5-story  granite  building  with  a  dentiled 
granite  cornice  and  segmental   arched  windows, 

25„Jei"Ple  PJacj:   1907,   Peabody  &  Stearns,   architects.   This  is  a  5-story  loft 
building  with  slim  stone-backed  cast  iron  columns   framing  large  areas  of 
glass  and  terminating  in  a  elaborate  cornice  and  parapet. 

2ij.  ,37,   41   Templc^Place  J'7e^^^^^^^  1868-9,   N,J.    Bradlee,   architect. 

Although  built  as  three  separate  Tand  slightly  different)   buildings. 
Temple  Place  forms  a  unique  ensemble  of  granite  mercantile  buildings,   rare 
survivors  of  the  great  fire  of  1872.   They  are  5  stories  in  height,  with 
colonnaded  second  floors  and  mansard  roofs,   Italianate  in  style.   They  are 
fine  examples  of  the  work  of  some  of  Boston's  leading  19th-century 
architects. 

45  Temple  Place:   circa  1890,   is  a  4-story  granite  mercantile  building  with 
a  bracketed  cornice  in  the  i-ate  Renaissance  Revival   style, 

51   Temple  Place:   circa  1900,   is  a  4-story  red  brick  mercantile  buildina 
with  a  segmental   arched  pressed  metal    triple  window  bay  and  cornice. 

55  Temple  Place:  1926,  Little  &  Russell,  architects,  is  a  6-story  cast 
concrete  commercial  building  with  classical  detail.  The  etched  windows 
on  the  store-front  are  noteworthy. 

59  Temple  Place  (corner  Washington):   1908,  Arthur  H.   Bowditch,  architect, 
is  an  ll-story  white  terra-cotta  office  building  with  fine  Gothic  detail. 
The  slightly  projecting,   glass-topped  windows  on  the  second  floor  are 
unique. 

3  West  St. (corner  Washington):   1904,  Bowditch  &  Starrett,  architects,  is 
a  6-story  tan  brick  office  building  with  metal  window  bays   (including 
broken  pediments)  and  a  heavy  bracketed  cornice. 

7  West  St. :   Brattle  Book  Shop,  circa  1830,   is  a  4-story,  side  gable  brick 
house  with  2  dormers  and  colonnaded  second  floor  windows. 

13  West  St. :   circa  1840,   is  a  3-story  side  gable  brick  house  with  splayed 
lintels, 

16  West  St. :    1922,   J.D.    Leland  &  Co.,  architects,   is  a  5-story  limestone 
commercial   building  with  an  ornate  metal   cornice. 

25  West  St. :   circa   1910,   is  a  5-story  tan  brick  commercial   building  with 
an  ornate  terra-cotta  cornice  and  metal   oriel  windows. 


(Site  "0"  ContinL.^d) 

26  West  St.    (cprnpr  of  Ma^?ri):    19:o,   ('.olidqe,   Sheploy,   i^ulflnch  &  Abbott, 
architects,    is  a  6-story  modified  Art  Or^.o  1  iiviestone  coiMiiiercial    building 
with  black  iron  window  trim. 

33  Wt.'st  St._i  1849,   Hai'imatt  Billinrij,   architoct,    is  a  5-story  brownstone 
Ri-naissance  Revival    biii'iding  with  br nwnstor'.p  quoins.    It  was  L'Uilt  as 
the  Temple  Club.  The  lop  floor  is  a  later  addition. 

43  West  St_.j^  circa  1860,  is  a  b-";!ory  red  brick  foniier  mansiori  with  a 
fish  scale  slate  mansard  roof,  2  copper  dormers,  a  cornice  and  2  metal 
oriel   windows. 

147  Tremont  St.    (cornerof  West) :   circa   1900,   is  a  6-story  limestone 
office  building  with  Beaux  Arts  detail   and  elaborate  cornice. 

148  Treinont  St.  (corner  of  West):  circa  1910,  is  an  11-story  limestone 
office  building  topped  by  c<n   impressive  balustrade  and  clock. 

150  Tremont  St.j5  Mason  St^^^^     'l'-'03,  Winslow  &  Biqelow,  architects,   is  a 
l6-story  grey  brick  and   terra-cotta  office  building.   The  Mason  Street 
facade  is  a  simplified  version  in  '■  ed  brick. 

.l§^.I.C.c'^C)lt.St.  •     1810,  Charles  Bulfinch,  architect.  This  is  a  5-story 
house  of  handirijde  red  brick   laid   in  i'lemish  bond,    is   the  last  substantial 
vestige  of  Bulfinch's   famous  Colonnade  Row.   The  building  was  altered 
in   the  1870's  with  additions  that  included  a  metal   cornice,  mansard 
roof  and  5-window  dormer. 

'13     •  ^'>n  St j_    circa   1895,    is  a  5-story  Rorn^n  brick  building  with  a  Dutch 

Oni.  i  li. 

67  Ma_son  _S^.j_  circa  1870,  is  a  5-story  red  brick  building  with  a  mansard 
roof  and  4-story  oriel  window. 

NOTE:  The  following  7  buildings  are  included  in  the  Washington  Street  Theaters 
Historic  District. 

511  Washington  St. (10  West):  1912,  Bigelow,  Kennard  &  Co.,  architects,  is 
an  elegant  8-story  French  Renaissance  Revival  limestone  office  building  with 
a  red  slate  and  copper  mansard  roof. 

515  Washington  St.:  The  White  Building,  1917,  Blackall,  Clapp  &  Wittemore, 
architects.  This  is  a  5-story  cast  concrete  U-shaped  tower  on  a  2-story 
base.  It  is  Commercial  Style  with  Gothic  detail. 

523  Washington  St. :  Dobson  Building /Modern  Theater,  1876,  Levi  Newcomb  &  Son, 
architects,  is  a  fine  5-story  Ruskinian  Gothic  sandstone  mercantile  building 
with  a  gabled  central  bay.  The  Modern  Theater  with  its  elegant  2-story 
Florentine  Renaissance  Palladian  arched  white  marble  facade  was  added  by 
architect  C.H.  Blackall  and  acoustician  Wallace  Sabine  in  1913. 

533  Washington  St. :  circa  1865,  is  a  4-story  Panel  Brick  mercantile  building 
with  pink  granite  quoins,  keystones  and  string  courses.  Carpenter  Gothic 
tracery  has  been  added  to  the  second  floor. 

539  Washington  St. :  Savoy  Theater,  1928,  Thomas  Lamb,  architect.  The  facade 
is  an  elaborate  melange  of  Hollywood  Beaux  Arts  white  terra-cotta  garlands, 
cartouches,  shields  and  urns.  The  lobbies  and  2800-seat  auditorium  are 
sumptuously  French  Baroque  with  polychrome,  gold,  walnut  and  marble  details. 
It  was  opened  by  Al  Jolson  and  Genrge  M.  Cohan  and  built  as  a  memorial  to 
B.F.  Keith  by  Edward  Albee  and  Joseph  P.  Kennedy  on  the  foundations  of  the 


(Site  "0"  Co[l^i^lJGd) 

!",t;c(iiid  Boston  Tin  ater  of  1854.  The  Boston  Tlicater  was  the  site  of  historic 
[MM  fun..atiCLs  \>\   I'-crnhdrdt,  Pude»ewski,  Victor  Herbert,  Mahler,  Edwin  Booth 
(pljying  tht.  nijht  his  brottier  shot  lincoln),  Caruso  (dehut).  Helen  Keller 
graduated  fuMe.  The  Metropolitan  Oi^era  debuted  in  1883,  and  Boston 
preiiiieies  of  ['i-'.Oio,  Hie  Valkyrie,  Marion,  Faust,  Cannon,  La  Boheme, 
The  Rinq  and  fosca  wore  seen  hpie.  Royalty  and  three  presidents  attended 
perfoiiiiini.f  s,  The  Savoy  has  recently  T^'in  acquired  by  Sat  ah  Caldwell's 
Opera  (. n/'pativ  of  Boston. 

r4b  Washinglon  St.:  circa  irsb,  is  a  5-story  granite  Romanesque  Revival 
building  with  a  4-doiTiiered  Mansard  toof.  It  was  built  as  the  Adams  House 
annex  on  the  Mte  of  the  Lion  Taveni  and  the  1835  Lion  Theater.  In  1859 
it  became  a  minstrel  hall  and  was  rearranged  as  the  Gaiety  in  1878.  In 
188?  it  was  altered  by  arcfiitect  George  Wetherell  as  a  "Museum  of 
Curiosities"  and  the  Bijou  Theater  for  B.F.  Keith  and  Edward  Albee. 
Vaudeville  was  born  in  this  building  and  the  first  movies  were  shown  in 
1896.  It  became  the  entrance  to  B  F.  Keith's  Theater  which  was  designed 
in  1894  by  J.B.  McEl fa  trick. 

549  VJashington  St.:  Paramount  Theater,  193?,  Arthur  H.  Bowditch,  architect. 
The  tan  limestone  Art  Deco  facade  frames  a  huge  electrified  sign  and 
marquee  and  contains  the  most  elabotate  Art  Deco  interior  in  Boston, 
with  ebony  and  walnut  "clievton"  woodwork  and  aluminum  and  gold  decoration. 
It  was  the  site  of  the  1745  lamb  Tavern  and  ?  successive  Adams  House  hotels. 
The  first  Scotch  highball  was  served  in  the  second  Adams  House  and  the 
first  stagecoach  to  Providence  left  from  this  site  in  1767. 

Coniir.ent^  Tfie  historic  buildings  on  this  site  are  both  numerous  and  varied. 
While  there  are  several  which  could  be  readily  adapted  for  Federal  use, 
most  (theaters,  small  mercantile  buildings)  would  be  impractical  to  use 
efficiently.  Piie  to  this  concentration  of  historically  and  architecturally 
important  buildings  it  would  be  impossible  to  assemble  a  sizeable  parcel 
for  new  construction  without  demolishing  them.  Furthermore,  a  large  new 
building  would  severely  damage  the  scale  and  fabric  of  the  area,  particularly 
the  Washington  Street  Theaters  Historic  District  and  Temple  Place,  two  of 
the  ni.ist  significant  streetscapes  in  Boston. 
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an  association  of  preservation  organi/ations 
Room  944  City  Hail,  Boston,  MA  02201 

Karch  6,    1979 

Kr.  Lawrence  F.  Bretta 

Regional  Admlnlsti^ator 

General  Services  Ac^-mlnl  stratlon ,  Region  1 

John  W.  KcCormack  Post  Cl'flce  &  Courthouse 

Boston,  Mass.  U2109 

Dear  >:r.  Bretta; 

In  response  to  your  reauest  for  additional  information  related 
to  the  rerijalnlng  tnree  sites  under  consideration  for  the  new 
Boston  Federal  Office  Building  (designated  A,  K,  L),  I  would 
like  to  offer  a  few  coiiiments  on  "An  Evaluation  of  the 
Arcnitectural  Resources  of  Four  Potential  Sites  for  the  New 
Boston  Federal  Building"  (prepared  by  the  Cperational  Planning 
Staff-  IPG  and  the  Historic  Preservation  Staff-  PCKH) ,  as  well 
as  on  the  riotential  impact  of  the  project  on  the  historic 
resources  and  urban  conpositlon  of  surrounding  areas. 

By  and  large  the  above  "Evaluation"  appears  to  confirm  and 
reinforce  tne  report  which  Angus  Crowe  and  I  prepared  for  you 
on  the  then  seven  potential  sites.   Since  Site  C,  included  in 
the  Evaluation,  is  no  longer  under  consideration,  T  will  limit 
my  comments  to  Sites  A,  K  and  L. 

SITE  A 

"^he  Evaluation  wisely  observes  th?t  the  Washington-Essex  Building 
is  sound,  of  architectural  and  historical  merit,  easily 
recyclable  for  federal  use  and  represents  a  significant  energy 
and  material  conservation  resource.   Demolition,  from  our 
perspective,  would  be  an  unacceptable  option. 

The  impact  of  a  30-8tory  tower  on  the  Theater  District  in  general 
and  on  the  Washington  Street  Theaters  Historic  District,  directly 
across  the  street,  in  oarticular-  and  even  on  the  Boston  Common, 
one  block  away-  would  be  considerable,  intensified  by  the  absence 
of  any  other  high-rise  buildings  nearby. 

SITE  K 

The  problems  attendant  on  converting  this  site  to  GSA  use  are 
correctly  assessed  in  the  Evaluation.   The  relatively  small  amount 
of  vacant  land  la  distributed  in  a  non-useful  configuration.   The 
diversity  of  building  types  and  sizes  would  make  combined  reuse 
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complicated  if  not  IrnnoHsible.   Selective  demolition  to  provide 
for  new  construction  would  be  unacceptable  for,  as  the  Evaluation 
states,  "among  the  properties  of  t^reatest  hifltorical  interest  aru 
tTiose  whose  retention  would  inost  adversely  affect  site  development." 
Despite  the  Evaluation's  consideration  of  total  demolition  as 
"one  possible  nltermtive,"  this  solution  would  be  nothing  short 
of  disastrous  and  wc\Jld  effectively  destroy  the  Boston  Theater 
District. 

In  addition  to  the  innurr.erable  historic  buildings  which  would  be 
negatively  impacted  by  demolition  and  large-scale  new  construction 
on  this  site,  the  following  National  Register  end  Boston  Landmark 
properties  would  be  directly  affected;   The  Washington  Street 
Theaters  Historic  District,  The  Boston  Common  (both  N.R.  and  B.L.)» 
The  ""remont  Street  Subv.-ay  (a  National  Historic  Landmark),  The 
Eoylstcn  Building  (corner  of  Boylston  and  Washington)  and  The 
Y.>^.C.  Union  (A8  Boylston).   Furthermore,  the  entire  Theater 
District  is  in  process  of  being  submitted  for  the  National  Rpgieter 
either  as  a  multiple  resource  listing  or  Historic  District. 

'..'hile  I  agree  that  the  buildings  on  Site  K  "do  not  create  the 
stylistic  continuum  like  that  existing  on  Site  C,"  I  feel  the 
Evaluation  has  m.issed  the  point  of  this  diversity  as  the  very  basis 
of  the  Theater  District's  unique  character.   The  District  is 
comnosed  of  buildings  of  a  variety  of  styles,  shapes  and  sizes 
within  a  humane  height  limit  of  12  stories,  organized  asymetrically 
on  an  intricate  pattern  of  streets,  lanes  and  alleys.  While  it  is 
one  of  Boston's  richest  areas,  architecturally  and  historically, 
the  T'heater  District  is  also  extremely  fragile  and  vulnerable, 
demanding  the  most  sensitive  planning  for  its  revltali zatlon  or 
even  survival. 

Site  K  (as  expanded  to  include  the  Tremont  Street  frontage)  Is  a 
characuerl stic  block,  irregular  in  shape,  penetrated  by  several 
lanes  and  cul  de  sacs,  and  containing  14  buildings,  12  of  which 
are  significant  (with  the  other  two  being  nearly  so).   V/hlle  I 
disagree  with  the  Evaluation's  undervaluing  of  a  number  of  these 
buildings,  the  main  point  is  the  ensemble:  the  unique  way  in  which 
these  buildings  work  together  by  virtue  of  their  very  diversity. 

sr^_L 

The  Church  Green-South  Station  area  is  much  less  fragile  in  its 
arclil  tectural  character  than  the  Theater  District  and  therefore 
wpuld  be  less  adversely  affected  by  large-scale  new  construction, 
where  the  Theater  District  lacks  sizeable  new  construction,  there 
ere  several  high-rise  b\Jildings  of  recent  vintage  near  Site  L* 
Furthermore,  the  existing  historic  buildings  in  the  Church  Green 
area-  both  the  "Commercial  Palaces"  (as  the  DOst-1872  fire 
mercantile  buildings  were  then  called)  and  the  late-19th-century 
structures  forming  the  Leather  District  (of  which  80  and  100 
Kingston  Street  are,  as  the  Evaluation  notes,  a  part)-  tend  to 
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be  relatively  large-boned  and  monumental  in  scale  and  detail, 
sUtgesting  an  eaaler  adaptation  to  a  Hl/oable  new  neighbor, 

I  totally  agree  v/ith  the  Evaluation's  recommendation  of  retaining 
ioll  8  historic  buildings  on  the  3-block  site,  and  of  making  the 
remainder  available  for  new  construction.   The  massive  scale  of 
the  pro.lect  can  be  minimized  best  by  a  combination  of  extensive 
historic  building  reuse  and  sufficient  land  where  height  and 
bulk  of  new  construction  can  be  controlled. 

Site  L  can  be  viewed  more  as  a  design  challenge  than  as  a  problem 
site.   The  opportunity  for  a  creative  amalgam  of  new  and  old 
seems  much  more  apparent  here  than  on  Sites  A  and  K.   Whether 
the  Bedford  Building  remains  in  private  hands  or  is  integrated 
into  the  prolect,  It  must  be  dealt  with  sensitively  as  must  the 
slice  of  wedding  cake  at  100  f^edforc  Street,  (""he  letter  could 
be  Toved  if  necessary.)   Bedford  Street  should  be  maintained  as 
a  visual  easement  which  would  not  preclude  its  bridging  over  or 
tunnelling  under. 

In  analyzing  the  impact  of  this  project  on  the  historic  resources 
of  the  area  we  must  consider  not  only  the  visual  relationship 
between  a  m.assive  new  structure  and  clusters  of  small  old  buildings, 
but  also  the  long  range  pressures  created  by  potentially 
skyrocketing  land  values.   In  this  regard  Church  Green  seems 
much  less  vulnerable  than  the  T^ieater  District. 

The  Evaluation,  in  its  conclusion,  makes  a  valid  point  In  stating: 
"if  retention  of  historic  structures  on  a  site  is  made  possible 
only  by  demolition  of  all  others,  preservation  is  being  ill  served." 
Such  action  would  certainly  violate  the  spirit  of  the  Public 
Buildings  Cooperative  TJse  Act.   If  GSA  determines  that  all  sites 
are  unfeasible  without  such  demolition,  then  a  site  without 
historic  structures,  such  as  Site  H  on  New  Chardon  Street,  shoulo 
perhaps  be  considered. 

Cr  at  the  other  extreme,  GSA  might  look  at  the  largest  concentration 
of  contiguous  endangered  old  buildings,  the  Jordan  Karsh  Annex 
at  Bedford  and  Washington,  containing  upwards  of  430,000  square 
feet,  thus  reducing  new  space  requirements  almost  by  half.   While 
this  site  is  part  of  the  contemplated  Lafayette  place  project. 
Its  viability  appears  questionable.   And  while  admittedly ' a 
long-shot  idea,  a  combined  (or  coordinated)  Federal  Building/ 
Lafayette  Place  project  might  Insure  a  unified  and  complete 
revitallzation  of  the  area  rather  than  two  potentially"  conflicting 
massive  developments. 

The  impact  of  a  mlllion-eqtBre-foot  building  on  downtown  Boston 
will  be  massive  because  of  Its  sheer  size.   This  Impact  can  be 
mitigated  In  three  ways:  (1)  by  its  location  in  an  area  where 
existing  structures  are  characterized  by  strength  of  design  rather 
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than  fragility;  (2)  by  the  niaxiinum  reuao  of  historic  buildings  to 
red\ice  the  scale  of  new  consti-uctlon;  (3)  by  tonsltive  and 
Imaginative  design  involving  the  use  of  quality  rnaterials  In 
massing  and  detail  to  relate  to  the  existing  fabric. 

The  new  Federal  Office  Building  should  be  a  "Boston"  building 
and  not  simply  that  kind  of  anonyiiious  federal  building  wjiich  one 
might  expect  to  find  in  Hoxiston  or  Los  Angeles.   It  should 
derive  from  Its  site  and  the  character  of  Its  host  city,  and  not 
be  imposed  on  them.   I  liave  the  strong  and  comfortable  feeling 
that  you  and  Administrator  Solomon  are  both  aware  of  and 
concerned  with  this  problem. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  If  j    can  be  of  further  assistance. 


Leslie  Larson 

Chairman,  Preservation  Committee 

New  England  Chapter 

Society  of  Architectural  Historians 
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D.   AN  EVALUATION  OF  THE  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES  OF 
THREE  POTENTIAL  SITES  FOR  THE  NFW  BOSTON  FEDERAL 
BUILDING  -  PREPARED  BY  CSA 


AN    HVALUATION   OF    THE   ARCHITECTURAL   RESOURCES 
OF   THREE   POTENn^I^;^n;ES  TOR   THirNEW_l^ 

Introduction 

The  recent  attempt  of  the  General  Services  Administration  to 
reuse  buildings  of  architectural  and  liistorical  character, 
partially  prompted  by  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use 
Act,  has  given  the  agency  an  unprecendented  opportunity  to 
aid  in  the  preservation  of  out  nation's  architectural 
heritage.   The  new  Boston  Federal  Biiilding  Project  has 
demonstrated,  however,  that  this  opportunity  has  intrinsic 
problems.   Several  of  these  were  expected.   The  old 
buildings  require  extensive  rehabilitation  to  make  them 
conform  to  present  GSA  standaids  for  Government  office 
space.   More  seriously,  most  old  buildings  available  for 
Government  reuse  differ  drastically  from  GSA's  own  historic 
properties. 

The  Government  has  been  concerned  from  the  early  days  of  the 
Republic  with  structural  permanence  and  fire  safety.   The 
Supervising  Architect  of  the  Treasury  and  his  predecessors 
were  pioneers  in  the  use  of  central  heating,  structural 
metal,  and  many  mechanical  amenities.   From  the  early  19th 
century  Federal  Buildings  were  large  scaled,  partly  because 
they  were  viewed  as  symbols  of  the  new  nation  and  partially 
because  the  space  requirements  of  the  Government  were 
already  extensive  by  the  early  1800's.   Once  this  precedent 
of  building  monumental  and  enduring  structures  was  set,  the 
expansion  of  our  country  and  its  economic  growth  only 
solidified  this  practice. 

By  the  last  decade  of  the  19th  century  attitudes  and 
building  practices  had  been  set  which  generated  the  bulk  of 
GSA's  historic  properties  and  left  the  American  town  and 
cityscape  altered.   The  early  20th  century  continued  these 
processes.   The  Great  Depression  only  intensified  the  desire 
for  permanence  and  excellence  in  a  period  of  austerity  and 
uncertainty. 

Architectural  raonumentality  has  been  challenged  in  the  later 
20th  century  partially  because  largeness  itself  has  become 
commonplace.   The  massive  structures  of  the  post  war  period 
have  ruptured  the  urban  texture  and  have  dehumanized  the 
environment  of  millions  of  Americans.   In  response,  the 
Government  has  attempted  to  lower  its  profile  and  has 
endeavored  to  conform  to  and  complement  the  existing  urban 
environment  rather  than  to  recreate  it. 
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The  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  manifests  this  new 
attitude  towards  the  built  environment  and  is  a  dramatic 
change  from  the  Government's  stance  of  the  last  few  decades 
which  precipitated  urban  renewal  projects,  demolishing  the 
heart  of  many  American  cities  large  and  small.   The  Boston 
Project  gives  the  Government,  and  the  community  affected, 
the  first  opportunity  to  examine  the  implications  of  this 
envisioned  change  in  satisfaying  Federal  space 
requirements.   Boston,  as  a  location,  will  test  in  depth  the 
viability  of  extensive  reuse.   The  City's  rich  architectural 
heritage  and  historic  significance  will  intensify  both  the 
opportunities  and  the  problems  and  create  a  model  of  either 
success  or  failure  for  subsequent  GSA  projects. 

The  three  final  sites  under  consideration  possess  historic 
fabric:  The  Washington-Essex  Site  (A),  The 
Boylston-Washington  Site  (K),  and  Church  Green  Site  (L). 
After  the  sites  were  inventoried,  the  existing  structures 
were  evaluated  by  a  uniform  set  of  criteria: 

1.  The  architectural  and  historic  value  of  the  structure  in 
relation'  to  local  and  area  resources. 

2.  The  contribution  made  by  the  structure  to  its 
environment . 

3.  The  site  integrity  of  the  structure. 

4.  The  physical  and  visual  integrity  of  the  structure. 

5.  The  applicability  of  the  structure  to  reuse. 

Site  A 

Site  A  (Figure  II-l)  is  occupied  by  one  structure,  the 
Washington-Essex  Building,  and  the  use  of  the  site  implies 
either  retention  or  total  demolition.   The  building 
possesses  modest  architectural  interest  and  (because  of  the 
Essex  Theatre)  some  historical  significance.   Although  the 
building's  ground  area  is  the  largest  in  the  area,  its 
non-assertive  massing  and  details  .allow  it  to  positively 
contribute  to  its  environs.   It  would  also  mediate  well 
between  the  existing  small  structures  adjacent  it  and  any 
proposed  large  scale  new  construction  such  as  Lafayette 
Place.   The  only  major  alteration  to  the  facade  is  a  section 
of  infill  on  Washington  Street. 

The  building  lends  itself  well  to  Federal  reuse  because  it 
capsulates  an  entire  city  block  and  the  floors  are 
relateively  unbroken  by  load  bearing  elements.   The 
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structure  is  recyclable  and  its  retention  would  constitute 
significant  ejiergy  and  material  consei  vi  at  ion.   The  site  of 
the  Hayward  Place  Garage  v.'ould  provide  additional  area 
unencumbered  by  historic  properties. 

Site  j: 

Site  K  is  occupied  by  several  structures  o£  varying  degrees 
of  historical  and  architectural  merit  (Figure  II-l).   In 
order  to  create  a  feasible  site  for  the  proposed  Federal 
Building,  selective  demolition  would  be  required.   The 
histor;.c  properties  on  Site  K  are  not  a  cohesive  assemblage; 
they  vary  greatly  in  scale  and  do  not  create  a  stylistic 
continuum.   The  contribution  each  structure  makes  to  its 
environs  is  basically  in  its  relation  to  the  individual 
streetscapes  and  not  to  the  site  as  a  whole.   Unfortunately, 
among  the  properties  of  greatest  historical  interest  are 
those  whose  retention  would  most  adversely  affect  site 
redevelopment. 

Most  of  the  historic  fabric  on  the  site  has  been  severely 
altered,  (e.g.  605  Washington  Street)  some  past  recognition, 
(e.g.  617  Washington  Street).   Because  of  the  irregular 
configuration  of  the  parcels  and  the  disparity  of 
construction  techniques,  the  reuse  potential  of  the  historic 
properties  is  limited.   If  buildings  are  retained,  outlease 
for  multi-use  appears  to  be  the  most  feasible  utilization. 
The  other  alternative  would  be  to  exclude  retained 
structures  from  the  redevelopment  site. 

The  historic  properties  possessing  the  most  visual  integrity 
and  allowing  the  most  unimpeded  site  redevelopment  are 
located  on  Tremont  Street.   Because  corner  structures  are  by 
nature  more  visually  autonomous,  the  two  brownstones  at 
Avery  Street  and  the  Masonic  Temple  at  Boylston  Street  would 
best  survive  some  sort  of  adjacent  redevelopment.   These 
Lliree  structures,  however,  are  similar  in  neither  scale, 
style,  nor  materials.   In  addition,  intervening  new 
construction  would  be  dominant  visually  regardless  of  scale 
sim.ply  because  of  the  width  of  the  new  facade.   The  Masonic 
Building  and  the  former  Edison  Building  at  178  Tremont 
Street  are  the  only  structures  similar  in  scale  and  style 
and  large  enough  to  function  visually  with  the  necessary 
scale  of  the  new  construction.   Recessing  the  new 
construction  back  from  the  present  building  line  and 
attempting  to  isolate  the  Masonic  Temple  and  the  two_ 
brownstones  would  wrench  these  structures  out  of  their 
visual  context,  lessening  their  landmark  value  and  weakening 
the  argument  for  their  retention. 
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Site  K  presents  a  serious  problem  for  redevelopment  if  the 
preservation  of  historic  structures  on  the  site  is  to  be  one 
of  the  project  goals.   None  of  the  buildings  are  of  premier 
arcliitectural  quality.   Several  possess  identifiable 
associative  value.   Few  could  survive  the  intended 
construction  without  being  visually  compromised.   If  the 
retention  is  to  be  selective,  the  structures  one  would 
retain  on  visual  grounds  would  not  be  those  retained  for 
historical  reasons.   Regardless  of  the  actual  structure  or 
structures  retained,  making  the  choice  appear  anything  but 
arbitrary  in  light  of  the  intended  construction  would  be 
most  difficult. 

Site  L 

Site  L  (Figure  II-2)  does  not  possess  a  great  deal  of 
coherence;  however,  the  existing  significant  structures  were 
all  built  within  the  last  quarter  of  the  19th  century.   The 
streetscape  from  87  Summer  Street  to  99  Bedford  Street 
displays  significant  integrity  and  is  interrupted  only  once 
between  93  and  101  Summer  Street.   Sympathetic  infill  would 
easily  be  achieved  at  minimal  expense. 

The  other  three  significant  structures,  100  Bedford  Street 
and  80  and  100  Kingston  Street,  although  isolated  on  the 
site,  are  visually  part  of  the  garment  district.   This  area, 
centered  on  Essex  Street,  is  composed  of  architecturally 
significant  buildings  remarkably  unaltered  which  create  a 
recognizable  and  cohesive  architectural  district  of  visual 
merit  and  local  landmark  value.   The  demolition  of  80  to  100 
Kingston  Street  would  constitute  a  diminution  rather  than  an 
interruption  of  the  garment  district.   100  Bedford  Street, 
although  altered,  possesses  sufficient  integrity  to  be 
considered  architecturally  distinguished.   Unlike  the  other 
historic  structures,  it  does  not  conform  to  its  environs 
architecturally.   Although  its  development  of  the 
intersection  of  Kingston  and  Bedford  Streets  is  a  definite 
enhancement  to  the  area,  its  small  scale  presents  a  severe 
problem  if  adjacent  new  construction  is  to  be  sympathetic. 
The  row  of  significant  later  19th  century  buildings  opposite 
100  Bedford  Street  on  Kingston  Street  would  contribute  to 
and  would  be  enhanced  by  a  redevelopment  of  Site  L 
compatible  with  the  Summer  and  Lincoln  Streets  properties. 

The  largest  and  most  significant  structure  on  the  site  is 
the  Bedford  Building.   Its  position  on  a  side  street  makes 
it  difficult  to  defer  to  architecturally  and  to  use  as  a 
visual  anchor  in  the  redevelopment.   A  significant  change  in 


building  height  adjacent  the  Bedford  Building  would  be 
difficult  to  view  as  nonadverse.   The  block  bounded  by 
Bedford,  Columbia,  Essex  and  Kingston  Streets  appears  to  be 
the  location  where  liigh-rise  construction  would  have  the 
least  effect  on  the  aixhi tectural  resources  of  the  site. 

Conclusion 

As  mentioned  in  the  introduction,  the  opportunity  for 
incorporating  historic  fabric  into  new  construction  is  beset 
by  many  problems  which  are  intensified  if  the  suitability  of 
the  resources  for  reuse  is  not  one  of  the  initial 
determinants  in  site  selection.   If  retention  of  historic 
structures  on  a  site  is  made  possible  only  by  demolition  of 
all  others,  preservation  is  being  ill  served.   If  the 
retention  of  older  building  stock  allows  only  the  design  of 
a  new  structure  that  is  undestinguished  if  not  defective, 
the  Federal  project  has  not  contributed  to  the  urban 
environment  visually,  but  has  simply  created  a  legacy  of 
architectural  mediocrity. 

If  any  demolition  of  potentially  significant  structures  is 
contemplated  by  GSA,  it  has  the  responsibility  to  determine 
the  value  of  the  resource.   GSA  is  obliged  to  apply  the 
Criteria  of  Eligibility  for  listing  on  the  National  Register 
in  consultation  with  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts.   If 
the  property  appears  to  meet  the  criteria  or  if  there  is  a 
question  in  this  regard,  GSA  must  seek  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  a  Determination  of  Eligibility.   It  is  the 
responsibility  of  GSA  to  provide  the  necessary  documentation 
for  this  determination. 

If  the  property  is  determined  eligible,  an  adverse  effect  is 
imputed  by  the  Advisory  Council's  Regulations.   GSA  shall, 
therefore,  prepare  and  submit  a  Preliminary  Case  Report, 
notify  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  and 
proceed  with  the  consultation  process  set  forth  in  Section 
800.6  of  the  Advisory  Council  Regulations.   The  Council  will 
sign  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  relating  to  a  project 
requiring  demolition  only  if  it  has  been  demonstrated  that 
there  are  no  feasible  or  prudent  alternatives  which  would 
avoid  or  satisfactorily  mitigate  the  adversity,  and  that  it 
is  in  the  public  interest  to  proceed  with  the  undertaking. 

Demolition  is  not  the  only  action  which  is  considered 
adverse.   Alteration  of  the  property  or  its  surrounding 
environment  and  introduction  of  elements  that  are  out  of 
character  with  the  property  are  also  potentially  adverse. 
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Any  oL  these  actions  would  require  a  Dctonni  i.  1 1  ion  of  lifCect 
in  consultation  with  the  Massachusetts  Historic  Pre^erv:iti  on 
Officer.   If  effect  were  determined  to  exi-^t,  a 
Determination  of  Adverse  Effect  would  liavi  to  be  made.   If 
adversity  were  found,  the  process  with  tlie  \dvisory  Council 
would  he  the  same  as  for  demolition. 
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FIGURE  II- 1 
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FIGURE  II-2 


SUMMARY  OF  GSA  PROCFDURES  FOR  PROCESSING  EN\aRONMENTAL 
IltPACT  STATEMENTS 
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SUMMARY  OF  GSA  PROCHnURES  FOR  PROCESSING 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMI-NTS  "iDHL  rNEATED  ^ARfiA' vs  SPECIFIC 

STTiES); 

GSA  is  a  Federal  agency  vested  with  statutory  authority  to 
provide  Federal  agencies  with  the  space  necessary  to  carry 
out  mandated  functions.   Prior  to  the  construction, 
alteration,  lease-purchase,  or  acquisition  of  such  space 
exceeding  established  statutory  cost  minimuins ,  a  prospectus 
document  must  be  filed  for  approval  by  resolution  of  Public 
Works  Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate  of  the  U.S. 
Congress.   The  prospectus  document  details  the  proposed 
project  plan  to  satisfy  Federal  agency  space  needs  which  are 
determined  by  agency  request  and  evaluation  of  space 
availability. 

Except  in  special  limited  circumstances,  site  selection  is 
not  addressed  in  the  prospectus  document.   As  the  submission 
of  the  prospectus  is  a  critical  point  in  the  decisionmaking 
process,  and  a  prospectus  may  be  construed  as  a  proposal  for 
legislation,  GSA  submits  a  Draft  ETS  to  the  Congressional 
Committees.   The  Draft  EIS  is  based  upon  a  "delineated 
area",  within  which,  should  Congressional  Committee  approval 
be  forthcoming,  the  site  investigation  will  transpire.   The 
"delineated  area"  development  is  the  product  of  a  model 
which  is  based  on  program  requirements.  Federal  policies, 
and  environmental  factors.   Specific  sites  are  not  described 
for  consideration  in  the  Draft  EIS,  but  are  analyzed  in 
depth  in  a  comparative  evaluation  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Should  specific  sites  be  revealed  in  a  Draft  EIS  for  public 
review  prior  to  project  authorization  and  appropriation, 
there  would  be  accompanying  repercussions  and  undue 
disruptions  to  the  real  property  acquisition  process  without 
corresponding  benefit.   Property  owners  of  all  sites  would 
be  faced  with  reluctant  buyers  who  would  be  hesitent  to 
become  involved  in  moves  which  could  prove  short-lived, 
potential  site  prices  could  skyrocket  due  to  speculation, 
and  tenants  occupying  a  facility  might  vacate  the  premises 
in  false  anticipation  of  the  Government  action. 

To  maximize  public  participation  in  the  environmental 
process,  GSA  procedures  include  public  hearings  and  meetings 
with  public  officials  to  discuss  the  site  investigation 
report,  the  formal  preparation  of  which  commences  subsequent 
to  project  authorization.   The  site  investigation  team's 
recommendations  are  based  in  part  on  an  evaluation  of  the 
environmental  factors  in  the  Draft  EIS  and  comments  on  the 
Draft  EIS.   The  Site  Investigation  Report  summarizes  the 
team's  findings  and  is  submitted  to  the  GSA  Administrator 
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with  the  Filial  BIS  for  final  site  selection.   Final 
administrative  actions  in  the  form  of  actual  site 
acquisition  and  the  sending  of  notices  of  relocation,  sliould 
they  prove  necessary,  do  not  take  place  until  at  least  30 
days  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  Final  BIS  with  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.   During  this  30-day 
moratorium  period,  comments  having  bearing  on  factors 
relative  to  essential  points  involved  in  the  final  decision 
are  accepted,  reviewed,  and  included  as  a  part  of  the 
official  administrative  report. 

Due  to  the  potential  historic  preservation  impacts  of  the 
proposed  Boston  project,  GSA  is  supplying  additional  site 
specific  information  ahead  of  that  supplied  in  the  formal 
Final  EIS  document.   The  information  was  made  available  to 
provide  for  public  input  into  the  actual  site  selection 
process  and  to  help  accurately  assess  public  preferences  and 
sentiments  with  regard  to  a  p  rticular  site. 
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I 
I 

CHAI?>'AN  BRETTA:   Good  eveninq  ladies  and  aentlenen.    ] 

I 
My  na:r.e  is  Lawrence  P.  Bretta,  and  I  am  the  regional    ! 

I 

administrator  for  the  General  Services  Administration  here  in    ' 
New  England. 

On  January  31st,  1979,  at  a  public  meeting  in  this 
historic  hall  we  began  the  formal  site  investigation  for' the 
new  Boston  Federal  Office  Building. 

At  that  meeting  27  people  spoke  from  the  floor  and 
15  potential  sites  were  publicly  identified.   A  site  team  of 
real  estate  spec3.alists ,  appraisers,  planners  and  engineers  have 
subsequently  reviewed  all  the  office  sites. 

As  a  result  of  this  study  a  site  investiaation  team 
has  recomm.endec  for  possible  selection,  three  sites  v.'hich  I  vill 
now  list  but  not  necessarily  in  order  of  preference:   Site  A 
bounded  by  I-'ashington  and  Essex  Streets,  Norfolk  Place  and 
Harrison  Avenue;  Site  K  bounded  by  Tremont  Street ,. Eoyleston , 
Washington  and  Avery  Streets,  but  excluding  the  ."ascnic  T-em.ple 
at  Tremont  and  Bovleston  Streets;  Site  L  bounded  by  Suirmer, 
Kingston,  Essex  and  Lincoln  Streets. 

Tonight's  hearing  is  being  held  for  the  sole  purpose 

11  of  receiving  comments  on  a  draft  environmental  impact  statement 

ii 

!|  dated  March  31st,  1978  and  the  additional  environrental  data 

dated  May  31st,  1979. 

The  additional  environmental  data  has  been  prenared 
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1  with  information  specific  to  three  potential  sites,  and  not  only 

2  addresses  the  comments  previously  received  on  the  draft 

3  environmental  impact  statement,  but  also  some  of  the  various 

4  concerns  raised  by  interested  parties  durina  the  site 
investigation. 

Persons  desirinq  to  present  oral  comm.ents  are 
requested  to  register  at  the  table  provided  in  the  rear  of  the 
3   hall.   They  will  be  recognized  by  the  chair  in  order  of 
9  1  registration  and  aJotted  five  minutes  in  which  to  present  their 
^Q   comments  on  the  environmental  impact  statement. 

11  j  Copies  of  both  the  draft  environmental  imoact 

12  statement  and  the  additional  environmental  data  have  been  made 

13  available  to  the  public  since  June  1st,  1979,  at  the  General 

14  I  Services  Administration  Business  Service  Center  at  the  John 

15  I  W.  McComack  Post  Office  and  Court  House  Buildina,  and  at  the 

16  j  Boston  Public  Library  main  facility  in  Copley  Sauare. 

17  I  It  is  not  our  puroose  tonight  and  I  specifically  ask 
IS  I  that  the  speakers  not  attem.pt  to  establish  priorities  or 

19  related  ranking  of  sites. 

20  This  hearing  is  not  a  question  and  answer  session, 
Zl        but  rather  a  forum  for  the'oubiic  to  present  their  views  and 

22  their  concerns  on  the  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 

23  proposed  project. 
All  comments  received  at  this  hearing  and  before  rhe 

close  of  the  extended  committina  period  on  July  10th,  1979,  will 
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be  addressed  in  the  final  environmental  imoact  s  taterrent ,  and 
will  aid  our  administrator  in  ^'ashington  with  the  final  site 
selection. 

The  proposed  time  frame  for. .remaining  actions  in  this 
process  are:   The  public  hearing  should  receive  comments  on  the 
draft  enviromr.ental  impact  statement  and  the  additional  environ- 
mental data  which  is  tonight,  and  if  necessary  tomorrow  niaht, 
June  27th,  1979. 

The  extension  is  to  July  10th,  1979  of  the  draft       i 

i 
environmental  statement  commenting  period,  for  the  purposes  of    j 

I 
receivinc  additional  cornxnents  on  the  draft  environm.ental  state-  i 

i 
ment  and  the  more  recently  developed  additional  environmental    I 

data.  I 

j 
The  filina  of  the  final  environmental  impact  statement' 

with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  v/hich  is  scheduled  to   ' 

i 
appear  we  hope  about  mid-Novem,ber  1979.  I 

The  site  selection  will  be  made  by  the  adm.inistrator  \ 

of  the  General  Services  Administration  30  davs  after' the  filina  i 

I 
of  the  final  environm.ental  with  the  Environmental  Protection     ; 

Agency.  i 

The  operating  rules  for  this  hearing  tonight  are: 

(1) Speakers  must  register  and  will  be  recoanized  by  the  chair 

in  order  of  registration.   There  is  a  limit  of  one  speaker  oer 


Two,  each  speaker  is  asked  to  limit  his  or  her  comments 
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to  five  minutes,  and  the  chair  reserves  the  right  to  withdraw 
recognition  of  the  speaker  if  this  is  exceeded.   Con-iFi.ents  may 
be  extended  in  v/riting  through  submission  to  me  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  hearing  or  by .mail. 

Three,  there  is  a  court  reporter  making  a  verbe.tim 
transcript  of  this  hearing.   Each  speaker  is  asked  to  clearly 
state  name  and  affiliation  if  any. 

A  copy  of  the  transcript  will  be  made  available  for 

I 

reviev;  on  July  5  and  6,  1979  in  the  General  Services  Business 

Service  Center,  Room  L-1  in  the  Jo'^n  ^-7.  >^cCormack  Post  Office    i 

I 

I 

and  Court  House.  ■ 

The  transcript  will  also  be  included  as  part  of  the    i 

I 

final  environmental  impact  statement.   Four,  I  call  your  attention 
that  there  is  no  smoking  allov/ed  in  the  hall.  j 

Five,  the  hall  closes  at  11:00  p.m.,  and  if  we  do  not  ; 

i 

conclude  the  hearing  by  that  hour  we  v/ill  reconvene  here         i 

i 

tomorrow  night  at  7:00  p.m..  ! 

I  indicated  at  the  beainnina  of  the  meetinc  that  we 

■•  ! 

have  some  pre-registration  bv  nhone .   Fe  have  nine  of  those      i 

I 
I 

and  v/e  then  start  with  the  names  that  are  in  the  book  at  the     ; 

i 
back  of  the  hall.  ; 

Would  someone,  please,  bring  down  the  list  of  names 
in  the  back  of  the  hall  to  me  now? 

Thank  you.   The  first  speaker  of  the  evening  is 
Mr.  Henry  Lee  who  is  representinq  the  Friends  of  the  Public 
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Garden:  and    Conmon .       Vr .    Lee. 

STATEf^ENT    OF    HENR^    LEE 
PRESIDENT    OF    THE    FRIENDS    OF    PUoLIC    GARDEN'  i^ND    CO'-i^iON 
MR.    LEE:       My    narne    is    Henry    Lee,    President    of    the 

Friends    of   the    Public   Garder.    and   Gorij-non ,    and   on   behalf    of    that 

i 

organization  I  v;ish  to  register  our  deep  concern  on  the  prospect  I 
of  the  construction  of  the  Boyleston,  '•^'ashinqton ,  Avery  and  ' 
Tremont  Streets  block  of  a  buildina  of  the  rriammoth  size  envisioned 

with  the  Federal  Office  Building.  | 

I 
Among  the  sites  concerned  both  the  three  nov  under     ] 

study  and  others,  we  regard  the  Tremont  block  as  the  least       ' 

I 

acceptable.   There  are  manv  reasons  for  this  conclusion  that      j 

I 

others  v/ill  undoubtedly  speak  on  during  the  course  of  the        i 

I 
evening  including  traffic  congestion,  destruction  o'^  v/orthy      ' 

buildings,  removal  of  buildings  from  the  city  tax  roles,  lack    \ 

of  economic  impact  on  weekends  and  eveninas ,  the  fact  that  it    ; 

I 

opposes,  indeed  effectively  eliminates  the  plans  recommended  for  ^ 

the  block  revival  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  ;^uthority.      '  •  j 

i 
These  arguments  alone  would  make  the  block  inaDoropria te 

I 
I 
for  such  a  building.   Kov;ever,  our  s'^ecific  concern  is  the 

impact  that  this  massive  structure  on  oublic  enjoyment  of  the 

Boston  ComjTion  through  traffic  impaction,  through  increased 

stress  on  the  Common  for  which  there  are  compensatory  maintenance 

funds,  through  visual  impairment,  through  destruction  of  the 

scale  and  architectural  character  of  the  district  by  the  adverse  ■ 
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effect  of  wind  currents  both  in  terns  of  velocity  and  wind 
chill  factor  at  a  place  already  cold  and  windy,  and  by  the 
lona  shadows  the  building  will  inevitably  cast  across  the 
Common. 

If  anyone  wants  a  mild  taste  of  the  effects,  you  may   ' 

i 
I 

walk  by  the  moderately  sized  Tremont  on  the  Common  and  note      | 
the  change  in  atmosphere  that  exists  there  now.  | 

! 

The  GSA  has  indicated  in  its  preliminary  environmental  j 
impact  study  that  it ' places  emphasis  on  avoidina  selection  of  j 
the  site  which  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  historic  cultural  '> 
property. 

I  submit  that  no  property  in  this  city  has  qreater  i 
historic  and  cultural  value  than  the  Common.  Two  years  aco  j 
the  zoning  commission  passed  requlations  lim.itinn  buildina  ; 
heights  around  the  Comanoii  and  Public  Garden.  j 

They  did  so  because  the  city  recognized  that  hioh      j 
buildings  v/ould  be  detrimental  to  these  parks.   The  GSA  has 
implied  that  by  adhering  to  the  hundred  foot  setback  it  has    .  : 

complied  with  these  regulations,  but  a  building  of  the  heiaht    1 

I 
I 

necessary  to  encompass  one  million  square  feet  or  more  would     i 

be  a  clear  breach  of  certainly  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the 

i 
present  zoning  restriction. 

The  building  would  be  in  fact  a  direct  contradiction 
24 


o 


f  rules  designed  to  protect  these  two  historic  parks.   It 


would  moreoever  se-  .i  dangerous  precedent  since  one  buildinc  will 
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surely  be  followed  by  others  until  these  parks  are  forever 
shadowed . 

There  are  almost  350  years  the  Common  was  born  to 
the  people  of  Boston,  and  as  the  city  has  become  more  urbanized 
I  it  im.portance  has  steadily  increased. 

As  Senator  Kennedy  has  written  the  Comjnon  gives        ! 

every  m.an  in  Boston  an  estate,  a  place  to  relax  in  the  sun       i 

before  plunging  into  the  life  of  the  city.  | 

I 

That  estate  is  less  for  the  rich  than  for  those  who    ! 

I 

do  not  have  gardens  and  country  houses  or  perhaps  much  lobbvinc  ■ 

power. 

i 

I  do  not  speak  here  tonight  as  an  environmentalist  or  1 

j 

a  preservationist.   I  speak  as  a  citizen  c"  the  city  concerned   j 

for  the  fabric  of  life  here.  i 

i 

To  construct  the  enormous  office  buildina  in  this      ; 

block  m.ay  benefit  some  large  stores  and  landowners  but  the  ! 
price  will  be  paid  by  the  general  public.  ■■ 

Khatever  sites  that  are  available  with  eaual  or  better' 

economic  advantaaes  to  the  citv,  it  is  not  conjuable  to  j 

i 

endanger  a  public  heritage  held  for  everyone  simoly  to  please  ' 
a  few. 

In  his  guide  to  Boston  in  1842,  John  Biaelow  noted     ; 
the  attraction  of  the  Common  as  the  unobstructive  site  of  the    ' 
Heavens  above  it.   Fifty  acres  of  blue  sky  auarantee  it  against 
encroachjnent  of  brick  walls  forever.   T-'e  should  consider  verv 
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carefully  before  withdrawing  that  guarantee.   Thank  you. 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Lee. 

I  would  sincerely  appreciate  no  applause  for  any 
of  the  speakers  for  or  against  of  any  of  the  sites.   In  that 
way  I  think  we  can  get  through  the  proceeding  much  quicker. 

Ms.  Marcia  Meyers. 

VOICE:   M.S.  Meyers  was  unable  to  attend, 

CKAIR-MA^^J  BRETTA:   All  right,  thank  you  very  much.      I 

Roger  Febb  from  the  Boston  Preservation  Alliance.      i 

i 

I 

STATEMENT  OF  ^OGER  I-^BB  ! 

I 

BOSTON  PRESERVATION  ALLIANCE  | 

MR.  WEBB:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Bretta.  f'v   name  is  Roaer  j 

^•■ebb ,  and  I  am  chairman  of  the  Federal  Office  Ruildina  | 

Committee  of  the  Boston  Preservation  Alliance.  I 

The  Alliance  is  a  group  of  25  historical  societies  •  | 

and  preservation  organizations  in  the  city  of  Boston.   ^''e  have  | 

been  pleased  to  assist  the  GSA  regional  office  so  far  in  the  ; 

site  selection  process,  and  we  hope  that  we  can  continue  our  ; 

cjood  working  relationship  throughout  the. rest  of  this  project.  i 

The  Alliance  will  supplement  these  comments  on  the     ; 

I 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  and  additional  environmental 

I 

data  by  a  written  statem.ent  which  '-'ill  be  submitted  by  the 
July  10th  deadline.  I 

This  evening  if  I'--could  briefly  first  of  all  for  the   | 

rer'.-.rd  note  that  the  Preservation  Alliance  has  been  working  as 

CsTERNATTONALTRANSCRIPTTON  SERVICES.  INC.  -.o.; 
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an  independent  entity,  not  as  a  subsidiary  of  the  advisory 
council  as  suggested  on  page  20  and  62  of  the  additional 
environmental  data. 

Fe  of  course  worked  in  close  coooeration  with  the 
council  as  we  have  with  the  GSA,  but  the  report  should  >-eflect 
that  the  alliance  is  entitled  and  should  have  a  space  of  its 
own  in  this  process. 

In  our  opinion  the  princioal  shortcoming  of  the  draft 
j  statement  and  additional  data  is  the  lack  of  a  conservator's 

I  report. 

I 

I  Except  for  the  m-house  findinas  contained  in  Appercix 

I  2  and  a  map,  Fiaure  7,  that  omits-  the  important  Fashinaton 

I  Street  Thepter  District  from  the  properties  listed  in  the 

I  National  Recister  of  Historic  Places,  there  is  no  data  on 

I  historic  resources  in  the  three  proposed  sites. 

i  ^^'e  are  aware  that  the  conservator's  renort  is  in 

preparation  and  will  be  published,  and  that  the  GSA  will  solicit 

comments  from  the  Alliance  and  from  other  groups,  but  it  is 

essential  that  the  historical  properties  be  identified  and 

any  adverse  effects  mitigated. 

Secondly  on  page  62  there  is  only  a  citation  of  the 

goal  of  reusing  historic  structures  on  a  site.   On  62  tnis  is 

the  only  citation,  but  this  is  mandatory  for  all  sites,  not  just 

the  one  L. 

I.t    is    a    consideration    reauired   by    the   Public   Buildinas 
INTERNATIONAL  TR-ANSCRPTION  5£R\TCES,  ES'C.  ^   . 


Cooperative  Use  Act  which  allows  elimination  of  a  reuse  option 
only  if  it  is  shown  to  be  infeasible. 
^  The  final  EIS  should  address  the  whole  issue  of 

reuse  in  detail  we  feel  and  include  the  criteria  used  to 
determine  reusability. 

Even  the  in-house  report,  Aopendix  2,  implies  on 
page  118  that  the  preservation  of  historic  properties  mav  not 
be  a  goal  on  one  of  the  sites,  but  the  law  demands  that  it      | 
be  a  goal.  I 

Finally,  v;e  have  a  couple  of  comments  related  to      ! 
minor  points  that  need  clarification.   Paqe  18,  additional       I 

data  report  notes  the  Church  Green  site  must  be  included  in      | 

i 
the  taking  of  the  Lincoln  Street  Garage,  but  the  Alliance's      | 

i 
work  on  this  site  has  not  included  either  this  property  or  the   j 

Bedford  Building,  and  we  still  find  reuse  and  new  construction   j 

on  this  site  feasible.  ■ 

On  page  21  it  should  be  added  that  studies  on  the     ! 
Tremont ,  Avery  and  600  Washington  Street  sites  were  attempted    , 
by  the  Alliance  members  and  our  conclusion  was  that  the 
Cooperative  Use  Act  requirements  and  the  Federal  Snace  reauire-  ! 
ments  could  not  both  be  met  on  those  two  sites. 

Vie   hope  that  the  site  selection  and  all  other  parts 
of  the  project  will  be  as  open  and  public  as  they  have  been 
so  far.   The  Boston  Preservation  AJ.liance  stands  ready  to  help 


in  any  way  possible.   Thank  you. 

INTERNATIONAL  TFLA_\SCRIPT"^0^'  SF.RMCES.  INC. 
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CHAIPJ^AN  BPETTA:   Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  ^«'ebb. 

T  would  like  a(3d  at  this  point  about  the  fact  that 
you  brought  up  about  the  conservator  that  we  have  contracted 
a  conservator,  and  a  report  is  due  to  us  on  July  2nd,   There 
is  no  question  that  this  willbe  made  part  of  our  environmental 
impact  statemenc.   So  thank  you  once  aqain  for  brinaii"i._i  it  to 
our  attention. 

Angus  W.  Crowe,  Historic  Resources  Committee,  the 
Boston  Society  of  P^rchitects.   Angus? 

STATEMENT  OF  ANGUS  N.  CROT-^E 
HISTORIC  RESOURCE^;  COMMITTEE,  THE 
BOSTON  SOCIETY  OF  ARCHITECTF 

^1R,  CROVTE:   Good  fevening .   Thank  you  for  this  cpoor- 
tunity  to  present  thoughts  of  the  committee  of  the  QSA. 

CKAIR.MAN  BRETTA:   Angus,  could  you  speak  just  a  little 
bit  louder? 

MR.  CROHE:   Is  this  louder?   I  cannot  tell  the 
difference. 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   That  is  fine. 

MR.  CROV'T:   From  the  outset,  the  Historic  ^^esources 
Committee  of  the  BSA  has  been  concerned  the  implications  of  any 
larce  project  on  the  delicate  urban  property  of  the  city  cf 
Boston. 

The  HRC  has  monitored  the  activity  of  the  Boston 

Preservation  Alliance  from  their  initial  report  dated  October  1, 
INTERNATIONAL  TPw-^^XSCHIPTION  SERVICES.  INC.     ^^^ 
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1978  and  concurs  with  their  findings  and  recomjnendations  in  that 
report  and  in  subsequent  statements  and  reports  to  date. 

In  reviewing  the  recent  material  from  GSA  the  W^.C 
has  been  additionally  concerned  about  apparent  insufficiencies 
in  draft  additional  environmental  data. 

Point  one,  no  evaluation  for  sites  for  national 

register  eligibility;  the  second  point  is  the  limited  investica- 

tion  of  reusability;  third  point,  selective  analysis  of  critical  i 

issues  such  as  shadow  effects,  relocation  requirements,  impact   ' 

i 
on  ongoing  redevelopment  projects  such  as  the  activity  in  the    , 

Theater  District  and  Lafayette  Place.  ' 

Local  involvement  as  cited  on  page  20  is  critical 
in  a  major  project  of  this  type,  and  should  be  continued  at  the 
level  to  which  the  GSJ^  regional  office  has  so  wisely  undertaken 
to  date. 

We  encouraae  continual  involvement  of  the  Postor  . 
Preservation  Alliance  in  this  project  and  process.   The  Historic 
Resources  Cominittee  will  be  monitoring  the  Preservation  Alliance 
activities. 

The  Historic  Resources  Committee  will  submit  further 
comments  in  writing  before  the  July  10th  deadline.   These  are 
just  a  few  comments  this  evening. 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much,  Anaus . 

Mr.  Roger  Lang,  GSA  Historic  Preservation  Task  Force. 


INTERNATIO.VAL  TR.\.\SCR:?TI0.\  SERVTCES.  D^C. 
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STATE>^ENT  OF  ROGER  LANG 
GSA  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  TASK  FORCE 

MR.  LANG:   Mr.  Bretta,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  I  air. 
Roger  Lang.   I  am  the  vice  chairman  of  the  Be  "ton  Landinarks 
Cominission  and  is  privileged  to  serve  as  a  member  of  the  GSA 
Task  Force  on  Historic  Preservation  whose  report  v;as  submitted 
ans  subsequently  accepted  by  the  administrator  of  the  General 
Services  Administration  in  February  of  this  year. 

I  have  been  authorized  by  the  Commission  at  its 
meeting  today  to  speak  to  you  on  its  behalf  at  this  hearing, 
the  Commission  will  supply  additional  comjnents  prior  to 
July  10th,  but  I  would  like  to  stress  at  this;' hearing  certain 
issues  which  the  Commiission  feels  to  be  important. 

Among  these  is  the  issue  of  timing  of  the  site 
selection  with  respect  to  additional  information  such  as  that 
v/hich  is  being  heard  this  evenina. 

It  is  the  view  of  the  Boston  Landrriarks  Comm.ission  thai 

the  selection  should  not  proceed  prior  to  first  the  determine-^ 

tion  of  eligibility  for  the  national  reaister  of  historic 

places  within  each  of  the  three  sites,  second,  a  detailed 

analysis  of  the  feasibility  of  reusing  the  propertv  of 

architectural  or  historical  value  within  the  three  sites 

whether  or  not  such  property  is  eligible  for  the  reaister,  and 

finally  the  impact  of  the  new  construction  component  of  any 

of  the  sites  under  consideration  or  other  sites  on  resources 
rs-TTTTjxjATIGNAL  TR.-LXSCRIPTTCN  SERVICES,  IXC. 
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within  each  site  and  adjacent  if  there  is  architectural  and 
historical  value. 

This  is  a  project  of  considerable  significance  to 
the  city  of  Boston  and  one  which  qreatly  concerns  the  Landmarks 
Coipjnissicn.   The  information  obtained  to  date  and  included  in 
the  report  on  the  additional  environi^.ental  data  is  in  our  view 
insufficient  to  assess  the  effect  of  the  proposed  project  or 
to  evaluate  the  relative  appropriateness  of  the  sites  with 
respect  to  the  city's  goals. 

I  would  like  add  one  technical  postscript  to  the 
LandiTiark  Corrjnission '  s  testimony  regarding  the  additional 
environmental  data.   Appendix  I  fails  to  note  that  the 
Landmark  Commission's  submission  of  comments  on  the  draft 
environmental  statement,  and  I  will  submit  another  copv  of 
those  within  the  current  filing  period,  so  that  can  be  remedied. 

In  the  brief  time  available  I  v/ould  also  like  to 
share  several  of  the  comments  of  the  administrator's  task  force 
on  historic  preservation  which  I  think  have  a  bearina  on  the 
matters  being  heard  this  evening. 

I  realize  that  in  the  nature  of  an  organization  as 
l'";rge  as  GSA  all  of  this  information  may  not  have  reached  a 
reasonable  level  and  be  at  the  point  of  im>plementation ,  but  I 
think  it  is  useful  to  use  as  a  goal  setting  device. 

First,  with  respect  to  local  involvement  the  task 
force  noted  that  GSA  should  develop  a  new  and  fruitful  alliance 
llNTZHNATION.^i  TR.^\SCRI?TIGN  6ZRMCES.  INC. 
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on  the  local  level  involving  planners,  preservationists, 
architects,  developers ,". bankers ,  historians,  critics,  local 
government  officials  and  citizen  activists. 

This  type  of  interest  should  be  represented  early  on 
in  the  development  of  GSA's  historic  preservation  projects  to 
ensure  that  whatever  the  agency  undertakes  is  a  part  of  the 

community  in  v;hich  it  impacts  on. 

g 

I  think  that  in  this  regard  the  region-  has  been 

9 

' very  forthcoming  in  involving  a  variety  of  citizen  aroups  in 
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its  planning  to  date,  and  we  trust  that  that  involvement  for      i 

I 

the  Landjnarks  Commission  and  the  Preservation  Alliance  and  a      ; 

number  of  others  will  continue  throuqhout  this  site  selection    ,' 

i 
process  and  through  the  subsequent  design  and  construction       | 

i 

phases.  j 

If  there  is  precedent  in  Savannah  for  example  recently  \ 

for  this  kind  of  involvement,  certainly  I  think  the  qroups        | 

involved  in  this  case  .have  should  themselves  to  be  dedicated  and 

competent  and  willing  work  hard  to  get  a  good  building  for 

Boston.  1 

On  other  matters  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative 

Use  Act  I  think  desires  a  higher  priority  in  the  additional 

information  than  it  has  been  accorded.   The  reoort  I  believe 

should  acknowledge  the  preservation  and  the  use  goal  inclusive 

in  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act.  : 

Also  I  want  to  express  some  concern  about  the  extent  of 
INTERNATIONAL  TR.-\,\SCRI?TION"  5ERMCES,  INC. 
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space  allocation  for  multi-purpose  space.   I  note  that  onlv 
22,000  square  feet  of  the  638,000  occupiable  has  been  assigned 
for  that  purpose  which  is  approximately  3-1/2  percent,  whereas 
the  ceiling  in  the  Act  is  10  percent. 

This  follows  on  the  heels  of  recent  evidence  for 
exajnple  in  St.  Louis  where  such  small  allocations  of  space  do 
not  appear  to  create  the  kind  of  critical  mass  necessary  to 
create  the  liveliness  and  the  diversity  that  they  are  seeking 
in  public  building. 

I  encourage  you  to  reconsider  that  space  allocation 
and  to  expand  it  in  the  final  program.   Third,  I  note  that  one 
of  the  --  that  the  alternative  Of  the  continuing  out  space  was 
procured  in  part  because  of  the  Economy  ^ct  of  1932-1933. 

It  should  be  encouraging  that  one  ceilinc  is  noted 
by  the  task  force,  and  it  has  been  recommended  that  GSA  should 
seek  congressional  appeal  apportioned  to  the  Economy  Act  which 
establishes  m.any  ceilings  at  a  minimum. 

I  realize  that  an  appeal  has  been  unsuccessfully 
sought  before,  but  this  is  a  more.' limited  goal,  and  if  it  is 
not  reasonable  or  politically  feasible  to  do  so,  a  provision 
of  the  Act  which-  would  permit  for  exajnple  GSA  Reaion  1  to 
lease  space  in  the  downtown  court  and  is  under  consideration  by 
the  GSP    counsel,  at  least  that  is  m.y  understanding. 

Two  other  quick  items  are  the  kinds  of  inefficiencies 

and  unevenness  of  analyses  that  have  been  cited  by  others  here 
DTER.N'ATTONAL  TR.^\SCRI?TIO>'  SERVICES,  INC. 
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are  the  concern  to  the  Coirmission  and  to  the  task  force,  and 
I  think  that  whatever  can  be  done  in  the  subsequent  periods 
to  buttress  those  issues  is  appropriate. 

Finally,  I  simply  close  with  the  plead  that  we  manaqe 
to  work  together  to  keep  preservation  in  this  projecr  throughout 
its  apparent  history.   Thank  you. 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  rn.uch,  Poqer. 

Mr.  Leslie  Larson  who  is  representina  the  Society 
of  Architectural  Historians. 

STATEMENT  OF  LESLIE  LARSON 
SOaETY  OF  ARCHITECTURAL  HISTORIA>:S 

MR.  LARSON:   Thank  you.   Rarely  do  environrpental 
impact  statements  serve  their  intended  purpose  mainly  to 
protect  the  enviroment.   More  often  than  not  they  are  misleadinc; 
bias  and  self-serving  docum.ents  designed  to  placate  the  public 
and  pubsh  devious  projects  across  the  series  of  linking 
government  agencies. 

The  draf t -EIS  for  the  proposed  new  Boston  Federal  Office 
Building  is  certainly  no  exception  dealing  as  it  does  with  none 
of  the  issues  in  depth  and  failing  to  mention  a  number  of  the 

;:\-?-  fundam.ental  issues  at  all. 

The  draft  EIS  makes  no  attempt  to  demonstrate  the 

fundamental  needs  of  the  project.   I'^hile  31  separate  agencies 
are  ■•  isted  as  potential  tenants,  no  docum.entation  is  offered 
that  their  mutual  proximity  is  beneficial  let  alone  necessary. 
2^rTE?.NATI0N'.-iL  TRA^XSCRIPTI C::  f  ZRV^CES,  Es  C.       ., ,, 
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In  fact  most  agencies  operate  quite  independently  regardless 

of  their  domains.  j 

Convenience  to  the  public  is  one  reason  given  for      i 
spending  $75  million  of  the  public's  money  although  no  j 

statistics  are  offered  as  to  the  number  of  agencies  listed. 
In  fact  federal  agencies  will  still  be  located  in  at  least 
five  other  government  buildings  and  most  likely  in  additional 
leased  space  as  well. 

No  evidence  is  included  in  the  draft  EIP  that 
increased  efficiency  will  result.   Approximately  one-third  of 
all  energy  consumed  in  the  U.S.  involves  buildinas. 

There  are  three  types  of  consum.ption :   (1)  embodied 
or  construction  introduced,  the 'process  in  puttina  materials 
in  place,  (2)  demolition  energy,  (3),  operating  energy,  heat 
light,  et  cetera. 

For  example,  eight  bricks  embody  the  energy  eauivalent 
of  one  gallon  of  gasoline.   T"Jhile  the  million  sauare  foot 
proposed  federal  office  building  would  require  nonrecoverable  ~ 
energy  of  btu's  probably  numbering  in  the  trillions,  not  a 
mention  was  made  in  the  draft  EIS  of  an  energy  impact,  say  an 
estimate  of  kilowatt  hours  and  pounds  of  steam  per  year. 

This  is  unforgiveable  in  light  of  the  crticial 

current  and  future  energy  situation.   There  was  no  attem.pt  to 

compare  the  energy  expenditure  for  the  new  build: ng  with  the 

continued  leased  space. 

CsTERNATION AL  TR.^XSCRIPTION  SERVICES,  D^C.  -^.,^ 
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The  draft  EIS  offers  no  rational  economic  justification 
for  the  project.   The  GSA  presently  leases  about  5,065,000 
square  feet  of  space  for  about  4.4  rri.illion,  occupants  of 
386,200  square  feet  will  be  relocated  in  the  new  building 
leaving  about  178,800  square  feet  in  leased  space  paying 
approximately  1.4  million  in  rent. 

The  GSA  will  save  tremendously  but  the  draft  EIS 
does  not  even  hint  at  the  cost  of  operating  the  new  buildina. 
The  GSA  would  be  economically  ahead  by  investing  75  million 
and  keeoina  the  leased  space. 

Mayor  White's  letter  attached  to  the  draft  EIS  statec, 
"The  City  cannot  cooperate  in  the  removal  of  any  further 
property  from  the  tax  roles  unless  and  until  a  prior  written 
agreement  is  reached  regarding  payment  of  removed  taxes." 

The  draft  EIS  contorts  itself  into  a  position  that 
the  city  will  actually  gain  taxes.   In  fact  all  three  sites 
being  considered  deliver  substantial  tax  to  the  city  with  the 
seEiningly  preferred  Site  K  on  Tremont  Street  returnina  the  most'. 

If  no  federal  office  building  is  constructed  these 
sites  will  undoubtedly  be  improved  privately  with  substantial 
increase  in  taxes  as  a  result. 

Also  federal  agencies  presently  in  leased  space  are 

indirectly  responsible  for  an  estimated  3500,000  in  real  estate 

taxes . 

Furthermore,    continuina    in    leased    locations    aids    in 
Es'TERNATION.AL  TR.^\5CRI?TI0N  5ERMCES,  EN'C.  -  % 
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the  preservation  of  those  buildings  by  keeping  them  economically 
viable.  i 

If  the  GSA  does  not  build,  it  will  help  ensure  a  tioht 
office  market  which  will  in  turn  stim.ulate  private  constrvicticn   ! 
yielding  the  saine  construction  jobs  plus  substantial  taxes  v;ith 
no  cost  to  the  taxpayer. 

All  large  scale  buildings,  those  with  creater  bulk 
than  say  the  little  building  or  the  exchange  building  have  left 
a  legacy  of  negative  impacts  on  Boston.   The  proposed  federal 
office  building  would  be  no  exception. 

This  would  actually  include  on  a  massive  scale         ; 

increased  density  and  congestion,  traffic,  shadows,  v/inds  ,•       I 

I 

I 

energy,  pollution  and  impacts  on  historic  structures  and         , 

streetscapes .  i 

Witness  the  Prudential  Center,  a  disaster  in  all 

directions.   The  Hancock  towers  a  four  million  square  foot       j 

shadow.   One  Beacon  Street  is  a 'continuous  mini  tornado.         ; 

If  Boston  was  a  city  of  numerous  scaled  elements  and 

it  does  not  need  or  desire  another  federal  buildina.   Although   | 

the  GSA  paid  grudging  lip  service  to  the  Public  Buildings        ■ 

Cooperative  Use  Act,  this  Act  was  doomed  to  failure  in  Boston 

due  to  the  irreconcilable  conflict  of  scale  between  Boston 

buildings  and  GSA's  inflexible  insistance  on  crowding  a  million 

square  feet  on  a  single  site. 

None  of  the  three  proposed  sites  will  accommodate  GSA's 
ENTER.N'ATION'AL  TR.\NSCRI?T:C::  C£R\^CES,  EST. 
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bulk  requirements  with  anything  approaching  grace.   This  is 
most  particularly  true  of  the  Tremont  Street  site,  Site  K,  to 
which  the  draft  ETS  exhibits  a  favorable  bias. 

On  behalf  of  Preservation  Alliance  has  submitted  two 
documents  to  GSA  which  dealt  with  the  detail  of  the  unaccept- 
ability  of  this  site.   Neither  of  these  found  its  way  into  the 
draft  EIS  which  I  resent. 

As  I  pointed  out  the  block  contains  1^  buildinas 
of  architectural  and  historical  importance  including  Boston's 
two  old!est  theaters.   It  is  an  essential  part  of  the  Theater 
!  DisTirict . 

Federal  offices  would  be  ah  inappropriate  use,  and 
a  large  scale  building  of  this  type  would  effectively  destroy 
the  theater  district  just  as  it  was  about  enjoy  its  rebirth. 

Only  one  site  would  enjoy  some  benefits  from  a  large 
iscale  government  building,  the  previously  considered  Site  H  on 


^■'  lilt  is  in  government  center  which  is  appropriate  an-  convenient. 
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It  is  vacant,  nontaxable.   There  would  be  minimal  construction 
problems . 
ij  A  new' buildinc;  there  would  elim.inate  an  ualy  vacant 

ilot ,  complete  the  Druly  Buildinc  and  have  minimal  impact  on 

I 

historic  resources. 

The  draft  EIS  miserably  fails  to  demonstrate  that  the 

! 

proposed  federal  office  buildinc  would  positively  impact  the 

oston  environment.   In  fact  the  draft  EIS  fails  to  justify  the 
INTERNATION.-U.  TR.Os'SCRIP'T'-ON  SER\^CES,  INC. 


loOTPrjceicTMt  •    AJetindra.  Vj-f-iia  2231-i   •  (7031  549-T3i5 


'?R 


very  existence  of  such  a  building. 

However  those  of  us  who  were  not  born  yesterday 
realize  the  extremely  remoteness  of  this  project  determined 
on  its  merits.   It  will  in  all  likelihood  be  a  political 
decision  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 
Thank  you. 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  Les . 

Mr.  Robert  Coard  who  is  the  Executive  Director  of 
the  ABCD  Prograin.   Mr.  Coard. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  COARD 
EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  ABCD  PR0G?A^>1 

MR.  COARD:   Thank  you,  sir.   Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  the 
executive  director  for  Action  for  Boston  Comjnunity  Develooment 
better  known  as  ABCD  which  is  a  community  action  agency  for 
the  city  of  Boston  and  runs  anti-poverty  programs  for  Boston. 

It  is  a  fairly  large  agency  with  neiahborhood 
operations  throughout  the  city,  and  our  downtown  headquarters 
is  a  neutral  site  where  a  lot  of  activity  takes  place  that 
deals  with  the  entire  city  of  Boston  and  some  of  the  surburban 
areas. 

Fe  also  have  a  branch  of  our  state  community  collece 

system  operating  at  the  headquarters  aaain  with  this  m.utual 

territory  attended  by  people  from  all  over  the  city  of  Boston, 

some  4-500  persons  so  enrolled  and  going  outwards  day  and  nicht 

It  is  a  very  important  thing.   Fe  just  moved  into  the 
TVTCRNATION.-iJL  TR.Os'SCRIPT"'^'^'  ='="R'^/ICES.  EN'C. 
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building.   We  purchased  the  building  recently,  several  months 
ago;  after  searching  for  something  like  six  years  for  a  good 
building  that  was  downto\,  i  and  that  was  away  from  good,  excellent 
conditions  because  we  do  not  have  much  money  for  renovations. 

So  we  purchased  the  building  that  was  formally  used 
by  the  State  Department  of  Education,  and.it  v;as  in  excellent 
condition.   They  spent  about  one  million  dollars  renovating  it 
from  what  I  understand.   It  is  in  excellent  condition. 

One  of  the  things  we  have  also  tried  to  do  given  the 

fact  of  the  closest  of  this  building  to  the  combat  zone  is  to 

try  to  build  some  elderly  housing  right  around  the  buildinc. 

Fe  started  doing  that  until  you  put  your  nap  out,  and 

i 
that  just  about  killed  everything  because  we  understand  than     j 

folks  are  speculating  around  the  area,  taking  up  options  and     j 

that  kind  of  thing.  | 

So  every  thing  is  sort  of  dead  underwater  until  you    ' 

i 
make  a  decision.   We  are  sayinq,  the  Board  of  Directors  of       ; 

ABCD  and  f6lks  from  all  the  neighborhoods  are  saying  absolutelv.  j 

do  not  touch  this  for  a  numer  of  reasons  including  the  fact  that  I 

it  would  be  terriblv  difficult  for  us  to  relocate  elsewhere 

I 

civen  the  number  of  years  to  find  somethina  that  is  convenient   ■ 

and  can  be  approved  by  everybody  as  being  a  good  place  to  locate  ; 

i 
our  headquarters  and  our  activities.  ' 

There  are  other  reasons  '•'>^y  we  are  strongly  against    ; 

your  siting  this  nev/  building  if  you  build  one  at  all  on  Tremont  | 
INTKRNATIONAL  TH.^NSCRLP^TON  ^ERMCES.  INC. 
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Street  at  the  corner  of  Boyleston  Street.  ^•''e  have  been  an  I 
important  stablizing  factor  since  we  moved  into  this  neighborhood! 
and  would  like  to  continue  to  do  so. 

CHAIRiHAN  BRETTA:   Bob,  I  hate  to  interrupt  but  could 
you  step  back,  just  a  bit  from  the  mike  because  it  is  not  coming 
in  too  clear  the  stenographer  tells  me,  all  right. 

MR.  COARD:   I  am  sorry. 

CHAIR>1A.N  BRETTA:   Not  that  far,  Bob,  just  a  little 
bit  closer. 

MR.  COARD:   Okay,  thank  you.   Mr.  Chairman,  GSA  itself 
can  --  you  know  it  would  not  be  smart  for  nSA,  an  agency  that 

is  trying  to  build  a  building  for  federal  offices  as  well  as 

I 
I 

help  to  stabljze  v;herever  you  locate  whether  it  is  Boston  or     j 

Cambridge  or  wherever  else  you  locate,  in  trving  to  stablize     ; 

i 
the  area  for  you  to  cannibalize  another  agency  that  is  tryinq    : 

to  also  stablize  the  area  and  trying  to  bring  improvement  to     I 

that  area. 

So  I  really  feel  that  cannibalization  this  vav  is 
not  a  good  thing  as  a  good  policy.   I  am.  sure  that  Concress  v/ould 
net  intend  for  you  to  do  that.  : 

Secondly,  from  a  purely  economic  standpoint  it  does 
not  make  sense  for  GSA  to  locate  another  new  office  building  on  ■ 
Tremont  Street  right  down  the  street  from  another  huge  com.plex. 

You  v/ould  replacing  the  combat  zone  or  pieces  of  it    . 

with  another  huge  complex  similar  to  the  John  F.  Kennedy 
rNTEKNATIONAL  TR.A-\SCRIPTIOy  SERVICES.  I>'C. 

1307?rxceSc-eet  •  .AJeiardru.  Vl's^_iu  22314  •  (7031  5-19-T3&5  oj.j 


building  which  would  create  traffic  problems  where  we  do  not 
have  that  kind  of  facility.   The  strf-:ets  there  are  i^rjrrow, 
very,  very  narrow. 

You  would  also  be  occupyina  sort  of  like  waterfront 

property,  i^,  other  wor.'is  property  riuht  on  the  Boston  Coinir.on     \ 

I 
v.'hich  is  extremely  desirable  economically.  j 

i 
It  is  not  very  difficult  to  have  that  area  redeveloped ' 

by  private  business  because  it  is  on  the  Common.   If  vou  are 

i 

located  in  some  other  place  which  would  help  boost  it  which  is 

not  taking  the  most  desirable  location,  then  I  think  it  can      ] 

boost  the  area  generally.  ; 

I 

Already  we  have  found  that  in  our  general  area  that    ; 

i 

with  our  help  as  one  small  stabiizing  influence  that  there  is    \ 

a  lot  of  desirable  --  the  real  estate ' people  tell  us  that  there  I 

are  a  lot  of  private  businesses  that  are  trying  to  see  if  they  \ 

can  aet  back  into  this  area.  ! 

I 

We  also  wanted  to  build  housinq  which  would  compliment; 

i 
housing  that  is  being  built  riaht  in  back  of  us,  the  old  Ftearns ^ 

Building  and  the  old  building  on  Mason  Street  which  v;as  occupied 

previously  by  the  Herald  Traveler  and  then  by  Blue  Cross,  Blue  j 

Shield.                      '    •  i 

Thirdly,  the  environmental  and  historical  point  of  ' 

view,  you  have  your  own  maps  here  which  show  that  our  building 

and  the  Jewish  Temple  next  door,  and  the  Masonic  Temple  which  i 

is  also  next  door  are  buildinas  of  historical  value.  i 

i>rrEHN.ATTONAL  tr.a-\scri?t:o.\  services,  inc.  : 
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They  are  very  eloquent  buildinas.   Since  the 
renovation  has  taken  place  in  our  building  which  is  of  10 
floors,  it  is  an  extremely  eloquent  building,  and  to  destroy  . 
that  building  with  a  wrecking  crew  I  think  would  be  sheer 
vandalism.  ■  ;■' 

The  height  restrictions  that  should  be  enforced  richt 
on  Tremont  Street  which  are  already  evaded  by  Trenont  on  the 
Common.   They  have  this  huge  tower  there  which  casts  a  shadow 
on  Boston  Common.   I  think  would  be  very  undesirable. 

¥e   would  be  heading  back  into  the  same  kind  of  court 
disputes  that  Park  Plaza  went  through.   Although  I  know  you  have 
the  right  of  Emininent  Domain,  I  still  think  it  is  possible  to  •'  ,"' 
challenge  a  lot  of  your  actions  in  court,  and  we  v;ould  be 
one  of  those  parties  willing  to  do  so  right  up  to  the  highest 
levels. 

So  from  an  esthetic  point  of  view  also  I  think  it 
would  be  a  big  mistake.   The  historical  point  of  view  I  have 
mentioned  before  and  your  ov/n  studies  do  that. 

So  in  closing  since  I  do  not  have  much  time  to  go 
into  a  number  of  things,  and  I  will  leave  the  written  materiel 
which  is  a  little  longer  with  you,  v;e  would  like  you  to  help 
us  you  know  build  a  better  Boston  and  a  better  grade  of  Boston 
by  where  you  locate  it,  and  I  would  not  recommend  that  you 
locate  it  in  the  most  desirable  place  that  could  have  economic 

development  irrespective  of  what  you  do. 

ZriER.MATTON.AL  TKANSCRLPTICN'  SERVICES,  INC. 
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So  I  would  like  you  to  get  a  place  that  otherv/ise 
if  you  were  not  there  would  not  be  cfeveloped  in  the  way  that 
the  area  should  be  developed. 

You  are  not  going  to  be  contributing  any  taxes  to 
Boston.   The  main  thing  that  you  will  contribute  is  workers, 
and  these  workers  will  come  --  if  you  are  located  in  Boston, 
they  will  come  to  wherever  you  are  located  if  it  near  the 
railroad  yards  if  that  is  where  their  jobs  are. 

So  you  do  not  need  to  locate  on  the  Boston  Cominon  in 
order  to  attract  workers.   So  I  hope  that  you  take  this  in. 
terms  of  the  final  decision  that  you  make. 

So  all  in  all,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  speaking  specificall 
for  that  site  on  the  Common  where  we  are  also  located.   I  think 
it  is  Site  3,  and  I  would  recommend  very,  very  strongly  against 
your  taking  that  site  by  Emmiment  Domain  to  build  a  new  huge 
federal  building. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  patience  and  the 
opportunity  to  speak  tonight. 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much.  Bob. 

.'^s .  Joan  Wood  who  is  the  president  of  the  Park  Plaza 
Civic  Advisory  Committee. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOAN  WOOD 
PRESIDENT  OF  THE  PARK  PIJi.ZA  CIVIC  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

MS.  WOOD:   Good  evening.   Thank  you  for  inviting  me 

here  to  speak  this  evening.   My  name  is  Joan  Wood.   I  am  a 
INTERNATIONAL  TR--V-\SCRIPTION  SERMCES.  IN'C. 
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resident  of  Boston,  and  I  am  speaking  as  president  for  the  Park 
Plaza  Civic  Advisory  Committee,  coalition  to  14  neighborhood, 
civic,  business  and  labor  organizations,  established  in  1973 
to  advise  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  and  to  assure 
citizen  participation  in  the  Park  Plaza  urban  reneval  project. 

The  constituent  organizations  of  the  CAC  include  the 
Back  Bay  Association,  the  Back  Bay  Federation  of  Community 
Development,  the  Bay  Village  Neighborhood  Association,  the  Beacon 
Hill  Civic  Association,  the  Boston  Conservation  Comimittee 
Commission,  the  Boston  Building  an'^  Construction  Parades  Council, 
The  Chinese  Consolidated  Benevolent  Association,  Friends  of  the 
Public  Garden,  Neighborhood  Association  of  the  Back  Bay,  the 
Board  of  Boston  Real  Estate,  Legal  Women  Voters  of  Boston,  Parks 
for  Improvem.ent  Association,  Retail  Trade  Board  of  Boston,  and 
the  Theater  District  Neighborhood  Association. 

Ne  represent  a  broad  spectrum,  and  I  am,  speakinc  in 
that-  capacity .   I  would  like  to. give  you  just  a  little  bit  more 
history  on  the  Park  Plaza  project.   Ke  feel  we  are  veterans. 

Phase  1  of  the  project  was  significantly  modified 

from  the  original  six  million  sauare  foot  proposal  to  the  2.3 

million  square  foot  project  which  is  just  about  to  begin 

construction  by  the  commitment  of  literally  thousands  of  hours 

from  citizens  on  the  CAC  who  insisted  that  the  new  development: 

be  with  appropriate  scale  to  support  pedestrian  and  residential 

values  which  may  alter  the  unique  environment  that  it  is  and 
INTERNATTON'AL  TR.-\-\SCRI?TTCN  SERVICES.  INC. 
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enhance  values  and  dominate  the  surrounding  area. 

Tlie  CAC  has  worked  on  Park  Plaza  for  seven  years 
to  achieve  il.s  goals.   Hopefully  we  will  not  have  another 
seven  years  on  this  one.   I  hope  that  we  can  choose  a  project 
that  we  will  all  be  happy  with. 

Phase  2  of  the  Park  Plaza  urban  renewal  project 
includes  the  area  bounded  by  Boyleston,  vjashington  and  State 
Streets,  a  portion  of  the  Theater  District.      s 

The  CAC  has  worked  since  1973  to  develop  a  strategy 
designed  to  enhance  and  strengthen  the  Theater  District  without  j 
sacrifice  of  its  cultural  and  architectural  integrity  or 
damage  to  nearby  residential  comipunities . 

As  part  of  this  effort  the  CAC  has  participated  in 
the  BRA  planning  efforts  V7hich  produced  the  studies  entitled, 
Lower  Washington  Street  Area  and  Boston  Theater  District,  A 
Program  for  Revi talization . 

We  are  conversive  with  policies  and  directions 
established  in  those  studies  to  support  them.   I  hope  this 
brief  introduction  establishes  the  legitmacy  of  our  deep 
commitiTient  and  concern  for  the  area. 

Tonight  I  want  to  address  three  areas  of  major  concern 

to  the  CAC  regarding  the  proposed  GSA  federal  office  building. 

First,  we  strongly  object  to  the  speed  at  which  the  major 

project  has  progressed  without  any  real  public  involvement. 

The  publication  of  the  additional  data  supplement  to 
INTERNATIONAL  TRANSCRIPTION  SERVICES.  INC. 
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the  draft  EIS  in  holding  this  public  hearing  are  both  needed 

and  welcomed,  but  we  are  still  uncomfortable  about  the  process.  ; 

We  hope  our  input  will  have  some  effect  and  not  be  just  oroce'-   : 

i 

dural  window  dressing  because  the  effects  of  this  project  on     i 

1 
Boston  will  be  enormous  and  lasting,  and  I  knowyou  will ' apprec- ! 

late  that.  j 

i 

Second,  there  is  a  complete  lack  of  documentation 

on  how  these  three  sites  discussed  in  the  draft  supplement  were  ! 

I 
I 

selected.   Indeed  the  criteria  for  choosing  the  original  study   | 

areas  are  never  made  explicit.  i 

We  believe  there  are  other  sites  of  at  least  ecual     i 

I 

merit  and  potential.   It  should  be  fully  evaluated  for  the       i 

I 
public  before  making  such  a  momentous  decision.  j 

i 
For  example,  the  air  light  suburban  new  multi-mobile   ' 

transportation  center  at  South  Station  could  be  used  civing  the  \ 

critical  project  a  major  boost.   Similarly  a  number  of  sites 

are  available  in  North  Station,  the  number  one  choice  of  the 

city.   -  •  ■  I 

Placing  the  new  federal  office  buildina  there  would    '■ 

! 

be  an  impetous  to  the  redevelopment  area  and  would  place  it  m.uch  i 

closer  to  the  JFK  Federal  Building  in  Governm.ent  Center  v;hich 

would  be  more  convenient  for  the  public. 

Ntany  people  have  also  suggested  that  the  vacant  area 

on  New  Chardon  Street  which  was  also  mentioned  bv  the  previous   , 

speaker,  right  in  Governm.ent  Center.   The  use  of  South  Station 
TVTFRNATIONAL  TR.-iJs'SCRIPTTON  SF.RMCES.  INC.        31, y 
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on  New  Chardon  Street  would  mean  that  no  tax  producinq  piroperty 
v/ould  be  lost  to  the  city. 

He  cannot  accept  the  three  sites  you  have  prooosed 
as  the  best  available.   Third,  we  are  appalled  at  the  GSP.'s 
complete  disregard  for  the  distortion  of  the  city's  planning 
and  redevelopment  policies  for  the  Theater  District  area  which 
is  critical. 

Let  me  cite  just  three  examples  of  what  I  mean.   Then 
more  comprehensive  written  comments  will  be  submitted  during 
the  comjnent  period;. 

(A)  Site  A  at  600  Washington  Street.   This  is  a  three- 
part  thoroughway.   You  state  on  page  17  of  the  additional  data 
supplement  that  federal  use  of  this  site  would  create  serious 
noncompliance  problems  for  the  city  in  its  agreem.ent  with  the 
Lafayette  Place  developer. 

•■-'U  also  note  that  the  Chinese  community  would  like 
to  u'   i-he  existing  building  for  housing.   This  being  the  case 
why  was ■ it  > /en  included  it.      ■ 

(B)  Site  K,  the  Avery-Boy leston  Steet  site  abutting 

the  Common.   You  quote  the  Lower  Washington  Street  Area  Study 

incompletely  and  out  of  context.   It  does  not  conclude  that 

office  uses  are  desirable  there,  but  rather  calls  for  the 

creation  of  the  discrete  housing  developments  and  retail  uses 

to  stablize  and  invigorate  the  area. 

Large  scale  monumental  projects  are  explicitly 
LVTTRN.ATIO.N'.^L  TR.-JsSCRI?T:ON  3ZFM.CZS.  EN'C.     .^^  ^ 
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rejected,   I  quote  from  page  37  of  the  BRA  document.   "No  lonqer 
is  wholesale  clearance  an  option.   The  complete  and  sensitive 
interweaving  of  old  and  new  becomes  the  only  direction  planners 
and  developers  can  pursue." 

Perhaps  we  refer  only  to  private  developers.   In 
addition  we  would  like  documentation  that  the  BRA  offered  the 
site  to  the  GSA  in  that  the  Chinese  community  favors  this  site 
for  the  office  building 'as  stated  in  the  additional  data 
document. 

We  believe  these  assertions  are  incorrect  in  that  they 
are  used  to  bias  the  document  in  favor  of  the  decision  already 
made. 

Finally,  L,  the  Church/Green  site.   This  site  is 
specifically  cited  in  the  Lower  Washinaton  Area  Study  as  being 
HDpropriate  for  office  use.   "A  nev;  office  buildina  at  this 
location  can  be  oriented  towards  Summer  Street  thereby  becomina 
integrated  into  the  South  Station  office  district,  and  at  the 
same  time  producing  a  substantial  and  positive  effect  upon  the  . 
revitalization  of  the  combat  zone  area."  - 

Location  of  the  GSA  building  on  the  Church/Green 
site  would  also  be  consistent  with  the  BRA  lona-range  traffic 
objectives,  the  reversal  of  Essex/Poyleston  Street  to  create 
a  two-way  pair  at  Stuart  and  Kneeland. 

Your  statement  on  page  18  of  the  supplement  that  the 

use  of  Site  L  "would  be  in  direct  conflict  with  the  city's 

LNTERN.ATION.-\L  TH.^XSCRTPTTOm  ^vrmcES.  INC.  3) ,9 
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plans    for    Lafayette   Place"    is    unsupportive    and    totally    i-naccur  r.i  p' 

I 
! 

If  it  were  true,  why  was  this  alternate  chosen. 

Of  the  three  sites  discussed  Church/Green  is  the  one 

which  creates  the  greatest  public  benefits  and  the  fewest        i 

negative  impact,  and  therefore  would  have  CAC ' s  support.         }  , 

However,  the  CAC  still  maintains  that  other  potentially! 

i 

I 

better  sites  should  be  analyzed,  and  analvzed  with  much  areater   i 

! 

care  and  detail  than  the  superficial  documents  produced  to  date.  I 

Thank  you  for  this  oooortunity  to  comment  on  the       ! 

I 
project  which  will  have  a  significant  iireverible  impact  on  the   ] 

city  of  Boston  and  its  residence.  j 

i 
We  strongly  believe  that  people  effected  by  the        | 

decisions  of  government  have  a  right  to  participate  in  those      | 

i 
decisions.   To  that  end  CAC  wrote  in  its  detailed  comments  and    I 

criticisms  in  writing.   Thank  you  very  m.uch .  '      ! 

i 
CKAIPi^'AN  BPETTA:   Thank  you  very  much,  Joan.  I 

i 
Peter  Brown  of  the  Peter  Elliot  &  Company,  Inc.         | 

STATEMENT  OF  PETER  BRO^HSI  ■  \ 

PETEP  ELLIO"^  &  COMPANY,  INC.  I 

MR.  BROI'^N:   Good  evening,  Mr.  Chairman,  ladies  and 

I  gentlemen.   Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  speaking  here  tonicht 

I  regarding  the  location  of  the  next  federal  office  building  in 

Boston. 

As   you   know   I    represented    Peter   Elliot    &    Com.oany    in  ' 

submitting    the   Bullfinch   Triangle    ^^ite,    Site    C    located    in   North 
rNTEP.N-ATION.\L  TR.\.\SCRI?TION  SERXICES.  INC.  ^^.o 
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station  for  your  consideration  at  the  previous  public  hearinq.   | 

I 
Since  then  you  have  narrowed  your  selection  to  throe  sites 

and  it  is  my  understanding  that  the  Bullfinch  Triangle  Site 

is  fourth  under  your  consideration.   Please  correct  me  if  I  an 

v/rong . 

I  would  preference  my  remarks  -- 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   Just  one  second,  Peter,  we  are  not 
considering  that  site  as  a  fourth  site,  are  we?   You  are  wrona, 
Peter,  all  right. 


MR.  BROWN:   I  have  been  informed  that  it  was,  but      ' 
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I 

i 

I  stand  corrected  then.   I  would  like  to  know  where  it  stands    i 

i 
if  possible' subsequent  to  this  hearinq.  • 

I 
CHAIRMAN  BPJ:TTA:   All  right.  | 

MR.  BROt'^:   I  will  preference  my  remarks  by  apolaudinqj 

the  remarks  word  by  word  of  the  first  speaker  and  the  ensuing    i 

i 
speakers  prior  to  m.e  this  eveninq  who  are  somewhat  biasly       ] 

in  favor  of  the  North  Station  area,  but  seemingly  what  they 

have  to  say  m.akes  all  the  sense  in  the  world  to  back  up  and      i 

support  the  building  of  the  federal  office  building  in  the      j 

North  Station  site  of  the  Bullfinch  Triangle  or  any  of  the 

North  Station  sites.  i 

My   purpose  in  speaking  here  this  evening  is  to        ' 

not  to  reiterate  the  advantages  of  the  Bullfinch  Triangle  site, 

but  ask  that  the  site  selection  committee  and  the  political 

decision  makers  reconsider  the  magnitude  of  the  i'  ^•■^ct  of  net 
INTERNATIONAL  TR.\NSCPJ?TION  SF.RVTCE3,  Cs'C.      ^ci 
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not  locating  the  building  in  the  North  Station  area  as  a  whole. 

At  present  191,000  square  feet  is  occupied  in  the 
North  Station  government  area  by  the  federal  administrations, 
and  1154  personnel  work  in  those  offices. 

By  locating  the  now  federal  building  adjacent  to  the 
combat  zone  on  any  of  the  three  selected  sites,  this  space 
and  these  people  would  no  longer  be  supporting  the  '^^orth 
Station  area  and  its  businesses. 

It  would  be  a  severe  economic  blow  to  this  comTTiunity. 

This  area  needs  the  federal  office  building.   On  the  other  hand 

although  the  location  of  the  other  sites  also  need  help,  it  is 

I 

clear  from  the  additional  environmental  data  reoorts  supoliec    | 

i 
j 

bv  the  GSA  that  they  sit  in  the  midst  of  five  urban  renewal      i 
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■jreas  three  blocks  from  the  100  percent  corner  at  Summer  Street 
and  ^'Jashington  Street,  on  the  fringe  of  the  financial  district 
and  surrounded  by  the  prospects  of  several  major  developments 
such  as  Laf ayo  ■  -  Plaza  and  dov/ntown  crossings. 

In  additon  conflicts  with  the  Lafayette  Plaza 
developm.ent  which  the  federal  builr^ing  is  supposed  to  supnort 
as  reiterated  by  the  previous  speaker  on  the  Sites  A  and  K, 
I  would  only  add  that  the  BRA  has  worked  hard  with  the  downtown 
north  association  to  support  development  in  the  North  Station 
area. 

We  have  recently  received  $100,000  in  funding  to 

improve  Canal  Street,  but  this  hardly  compares  with  the  millions 
DsTEKNATIONAL  TP.-^.XSCRL^tton-  SERVICES.  Es'C. 
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1  projected  to  the  five  urban  rene  al  areas  imnediately  adjacent 

2  to  the  three  selected  sites. 

3  In  conclusion,  I  hooe  that  should  anv  of  these  selected 

j 

4  sites  be  removed  from  consideriition  that  the  North  Station  and 

i 

the  Bullfinch  Triangle  sites  be  given  the 'serious  consideration   ; 

it  deserves.   Thank  you.  j 

I 

i 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   Thank  ^'ou  very  much,  Peter.  I 

Mr.  Louis  Scrima  of  the  Chinese  American  Civic 

jAssociation.  j 

I  I 

i  STATEMENT  OF  LOUIS  SCRIMA  i 

CHINESE  AMERICAN  CIVIC  ASSOCIATION-  i 

I 

I 

MR.  SCRIMA:   Good  evening.   My  name  is  Louis  Scrima.    ■ 

I 
I  am  executive  director  of  the  Chinese  J^jnerican  Civic  Association  .j 

^"^   iJThis  association  is  a  nonprofit  social  service  agency  located  in  | 

Boston's  Chinatown.  i 

I 
I 

My  purpose  here  tonight  is  to  express  mv  association's 
concerns  about  siting  the  GSA  building  on  Site  A  and  Site  K. 
13  j.Chinatwon  is  one  of  the  two  inner  citv  residential  neighborhoods. 
19  jiin  the  city  of  Boston. 
■'0  jj  It  is  also  the  cultural,  social  and  recreational  and 

21  i^conomic  center  for  the  extensive  greater  Boston  Chinese 

22  ||Cominunity.   It  is  obvious  that  a  project  on  the  scale  of  the  GSA 

23  .building  will  have  significant  impact  on  the  delicate  ecosystem 

24  jthat  is  Boston's  Chinatown. 
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My  association  feels  that  two  of  the  proposed  sites, 

T^^ERNATIONAL  TR.^.NSCRP'^TON  SERVICES.  INC. 
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Sites  A  and  K  v;ill  mike  it  difficult  if  not  impossible  for  the 

Chinese  coinmunity  to  gain  control  of  the  land  in  and  around 

Chinatown,  and  to  build  desparately  needed  family  housing. 

Chinatown's  housing  situation  is  critical.   According 

to  the  BRA  and  Action  for  Boston  Community  Development  Chinatown 

j 
has  the  highest  percentage  of  substandard  and  overcrowded  housing 

in  the  city  of  Boston. 

The  publicly  financed  housing  projects  bui.lt  in  the 
last  years  have  waiting  lists  that  are  now  years  long.   "e 
cannot  'decently  house  the  people  we  already  have  in  our 
community,  and  approximately  500  new  people  a  year  are 
integrating  into  Boston's  Chinatown  from,  overseas. 

This  integration  can  only  increase  now  due  to  j 

normalization  and  the  traaic  events  in  Indo-China.   A  huge 
comm.ercial  buildinq  built  on  Site  A  or  K  would  cause  land  anri 
building  prices  in  the  surrounding  area  to  increase  dramaticallv ^ 

This  rise  in  value  would  make  it  economically  im.possible 

for  a  developer  even  with  public  assistance  to  afford  to  build 

low  and  moderate  income  familv  housing.  i 

i 

My  association  is  particularly  concerned  that  this 
potential  rise  in  property  values  due  to  siting  the  building 
on  Sites  A 'and  K  will  prevent  the  Chinese  community  from  takina  ■ 
full  advantage  of  the  opportunities  open  to  it  for  participation 
in  the  UDAG  application  which  tie  city  of  Boston  will  submit 
to  revitalizing  the  Theater  District  and  the  surrounding  area. 
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1  Groups  in  Chinatown  are  actively  exnl^.ring  the 

2  possibility  of  builc  ;.ng  housing  in  the  UDAG  are.i.   Howe-er, 

3  a  substantial  rise  in  property  value  would  prev^mt  these  croups 
**   even  with  assistance  from  the  BRA  and  other  public  agency 

'    from  building  low  and  moderate  incoi^e  housing. 

Our  second  concern  is  that  the  increase  in  prioerty 
values  will  put  pressure  on  property  that  is  presently  used 
as  residential  property  in  Chinatown.   Landlords  given  an 
increase  in  the  value  of  their  land  will  be  tempted  to  sell  out 
to  commercial  developers. 

Third,  we  feel  a  large  sinale  use  building  on  the 
Tremont/Boyleston  Si^e  or  the  600  Washinqton  Street  Site  will 
do  little  to  combat  crime  in  the  surrounding  area. 

Our  association  position  is  the  way  to  combat  crime 
^'■'    in  this  area  is  to  build  multi-use  structures  which  are  open 
24  hours  a  day  which  draw  in  the  surrounding  community  and 
the  population  at  large. 

Our  association  for  the  above  reasons  cannot  suoport 
siting,  the  GSA  building  on  Sites  A  and  K,  and  ask  the  GSA 
to  study  the  social  and  economic  impact  of  building  on  each 
-^        or  these  sites  will  have  on  the  Chinese  cominunity  with  parti- 
cular interest  on  what  the  rise  of  property  value  will  mean 
to  the  prospects  of  building  affordable  family  housing. 
Thank  you. 


CHAIWAN  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much. 
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Joan,  you  are  down  here  again.-  ■!■  assume  you-  do  not  -- 

MS,  WOOD:   I  do  not  have  anything  t»  say. 

CHAIRm;^!!  BRETTA:   Henry,  you  are  dovm  here  again.   I 
assume  you  do  not  want  to  talk  again,  right. 

Mr.  James  Gorman  from  the  Avery  Hotel. 

MR.  GORMAN:   We  have  made  the  decision  to  pass. 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  Mr.  German. 

Roger,  you  are  down  again.   Timothy  I.  McFeeley  of 
the  Bay  Village  Neighborhood  Association. 

STATEMENT  OF  TIMOTHY  I.  MCFEELEY 
BAY  VILLAGE  NEIGHBORHOOD  ASSOCIATION 

MR.  MCFEELEY:  ^v   nam.e  is  Timothy  I.  McFeeley.,  and 
I  am  president  this  year  of  the  Bay  Village  Neighborhood 
Associa':  ion . 

The  Bay  Village  Neighborhood  Association  along  with 
the  Chinese  community  lives  in  the  impacted  area,  lives  very 
close  to  the  impacted  area,  and  has  more  at  stake  I  believe 
in  terms  of  residential  use  and  residential  impact  than  any 
other  group  along  with  the  Chinese  on  the  project  sites  A  and  K 
particularly. 

On  page  10  of  the  supplement  this  is  the  area  referred 
to  to  the  west  lie  South  Cove: bounded  roughly  by  Berkley,  Stuart 
and  Tremont  Streets  and  the  Massachusetts  Turnpike.  It  contains 
a  mix  of  small  residences,  shoos  and  offices. 

I  am  here  to  represent  that  mix.   We  welcome  the 
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intentions  of  the  General  Services  Administration  and  the 
Federal  Government  to  locate  the  fine  office  building  in  the  cit^ 
of  Boston.  ■  Mindful  of  your  caution  at  the  beainning  of  this 
hearing  that  this  is' not  a  hearing  on  site  selection,  I  am  still 
going  to  proceed  headlong  as  did  all  the  people  ahead  of  me  into 
the  specifics  of  site  selection. 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   Welcome  to  the  group. 

^'1R.  MCFEELEY:  Thank  you  very  much.  In  fact  it 
mistifies  me  how  an  environmental  impact  statement  can  be 
prepared  before  the  site  has  been  selected. 

My  consideration  specifically  with  the  environmental 
impact  statement  before  me  is  that  it  is  not  site  specific  and 
to  have  any  value  at  all  an  environmental  im.pact  statement 
should  definitely  be  site  specific  particularly  v;hen  you  live 
tvvo  blocks  away  from  one  of  the  potential  sites. 

The  Bay  Village  community  has  approximately  500  to 
700  residents  living  there.   We  have  a  very  tenuous  hold  on 
a  very  small  area,  and  we  are  trying  to  improve.   we  have  a  ver-.' 
strong  neighborhood  association. 

There  are  many  projects  the  city  has  been  involved  in 
the  past,  and  they  continue  to  be  involved  in  which  will 
definitely  have  an  impact  on  the  Bay  Villaae  area. 

Ms.  Wood  has  talked  about  one  in  particular  that  I 

would  like  to  emphasize  as  well,  and  that  is  the  Park  Plaza 

project.   It  is  a  project  which  v;as  designed  by  private 
rNTERNATIO.M.^L  TR.'V.VSCRIPTTON  ?.]=:R\1CES,  EN'C. 
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1  developers  in  connection  with  the  city  in  which  the  Bav  Village 

2  h=is  participated  in  the  Park  Plaza  citizens  action  group  opposed 
in  its  early  forms. 

I  believe  the  environmental  problems  that  were 
associated  with  Park  Plaza  and  the  terribly  long  struggle  that 
was  involved  in  cc^nforming  Park  Plaza  to  a  realistic  scale 
should  not  now  be  ignored  by  the  Federal  Government. 

I  think  that  applies  to  private  developers  and  to  the 
state  in  the   erection  of  the  state  transportation  buildina 
around  the  corner  on  Stuart  Street  should  eaually  anplv  to  the 
Federal  Government. 


,.  ! 

]j  For  instance,  let  me  cite  one  specific  example.   We 

il 

13  |i 

recently  concluded  hearings  before  the  state  transportation  — 

14  T 

i  am  nou  particularly  certain  right  now  of  the  nam.e  of  the 

j  agency  whici  is  concerned  with  public  ways  and  the  alignment 
cl'   highways  and  byways  and  traffic  patterns. 

A  long,  long  struggle  went  into,  the  balancing  of  the 

IS 

various  interests  of  the  theater  owners,  the  retail  owners, 

19 

I  the  residences  of  Bay  Village  and  the  neighboring  communities 

'  around  the  Common,  and  the  hotels  that  were  going  to  Park 

Plaza  to  com.e  up  with  a  traffic  pattern.   This  is  just  one 

example  that  will  work. 

23 

It  was  not  a  perfect  traffic  pattern,  but  it  was 

one  that  all  the  groups  eventually  came  together  on  just  a 

25 

couple  months    ago   and   agreed   was    a   workable   plan.      Now,    all   of 
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1  sudden  thrown  in  this  without  any  notice  really  comes  a  project 

2  which  will  just  upset  the  entire  establishment  of  that. 

3  That  particular  issue  and  I  take  time  to  pause  on 
•i        that  is  just  an  excimple,  is  not  even  addressed  in  this 

environmental  impact  statement.   There  are  other  examples  that 
can  be  given. 
'  There  are  currently  various  community  groups  in 

Q 

Boston  currently  reviewing  plans  for  a  very  major  private 

development  in  the  Copley  Square  area.   This  will  also  have  a 

major  impact,  and  the  confluence  and  the  impacts,  the  primarv 

^    impacts  that  the  federal  buildi"  7  placed  in  the  downtown  area, 

12    in  this  particular  area  of  Stuart  Street  and  the  traffic  flows 

1^    from  there  and  the  parkina  patterns  and  so  forth  will  have 

-"^        with  respect  to  the  Copley  project  and  with  resoect  to  the 

1°    state  transportation  building  in  the  Park  Plaza  project  are 

! 
i 

not  addressed  sufficiently  in  this  report. 

j 
I  would  like  to  go  through  some  of  the  specifics  in    ; 

j 

the  report  which  outline  my  particular  problems  with  the 
reports  not  being  site  specific,  and  what  I  am.  going  to  conclude- 
very  briefly  at  the  end  is  that  when  you  have  an  environm.ental   ' 
impact  statement,  please  invite  us  back.  : 

On  one  particular  impact  for  instance,  one  of  the 
criteria  would  be  —  let's  see  when  you  were  describing  the 
impact  —  let's  see  what  is  the  page  —  on  page  17,  the  statemeni 

is  "compatibility  with  existing  uses  on  adjacent  sites  cannot 
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be  determined  until  the  site  investigation  process  has  been 
conducted  and  a  site  identified.   Also  the  necessity  for 
displacing  persons  or  businesses  from  the  site  will  not  be 
determined  at  this  time.   These  issues  will  be  addressed  in  the 
final  EIS." 

Moving  right  along,  the  impact  on  the  historic  and 
cultural  resources,  again  since  the  site  for  the  new  federal 
office  building  is  not  known  at  this  time,  it  cannot  be 
determined  and  so  forth. 

The  criteria  of  economics,  the  effect  of  the  total 
retail  business  community  will  be  negligible  although  again 
it  is  sice  specific  and  it  cannot  be  determ.ined  until  the  site 
is  selected. 

Shifting  along,  the  impact  of  traffic  and  parking, 
this  one  is  very  peculaiir.   The  proiect  will  result  simply  in 
a  shifting  of  work  location.   Thousands  --  of  course  it  will 
shift  work  locations  from  various  sites  into  a  compacted  area. 

I  point  this  one  out  for  kind  of  a  very  simplistic 
approach.   I  think  the  word  simply  is  aptly  used  in  that  sense. 
It  is  not  simply.   It  is  shifting.  Shifting  of  people  who  are 
spread  out  into  various  office  buildings  all  over  the  city 
into  one  central  location  is  going  to  have  one  larae  imnact  on 
the  effected  area. 

Another  possible  criteria  which  you  have  investigated 
the  physical  characteristics,  geoloaical  conditions  setting 
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impact  of  the  new  federal  office  building.   It  is  not  possible 
to  determine  the  impacts,  and  so  forth. 

If  you  go  through  this  report,  page  after  page  of  the 
various  criteria  is  like  a  checklist,  each  one  being  checked 
off  with  nothing  being  said  about  any  particular  one. 

Finally,  I  would  simply  like  to  just  say  in  the  last 
few  minutes  that  remain  that  we  do  suoport  the  statement  fully 
of  Ms.  Wood,  and  particularly  of  Henry  Lee,  and  particularly 
with  respect  to  the  procedure  that  has  been  followed. 

We  would  like  to  be  included  in  the  aroups  that  are 
listed  as  those  being  important  people  who  should  be  consulted 
when  you  do  these  studies,  and  v/hen  you  determine  your  site 
selection. 

On  page  57  of  the  report  you  list  --  well,  without 
counting  them  —  probably  15  federal  agencies  to  be  consulted. 
You  list  five  state  agencies  and  six  local  agencies. 

You  do  not  list  one  community  group.   I  find  it 
incredible  that  the  report  could  be  prepared  or  would  be 

prepared  without  any  consideration  to  the  work  that  has  aone     I 

! 
in  and  the  work  that  has  been  done  by  people  who  live  here  both  i 

in  the  Park  Plaza  group,  the  Friends  of  the  Public  harden,  the 

Chinese  community,  the  Bay  Village  community,  the  Back  Bay  and   ' 

other  groups. 

He  are  the  people  who  live  here,  ^'^e  know  what  we  are   : 

doing.  Vie   have  been  through  this  before,  and  we  hope  that  we 
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hope  that  we  can  go  through  again  less  painfully. 

So  I  urge  you  to  include  us  in  the  procedure  and  to 
make  the  procedure  a  little  bit  longer.  Perhaps  it  will  take 
longer.   You  dream  of  a  22  story  building  or  a  32  story  buildina 

It  will  not  be  fulfilled  this  year,  but  it  will  be 

around  Boston  for  an  awful  long  time  after  us.   I  think  it' is 

I 

important  to  take  the  time  to  make  sure  that  it  is  goina  to  be 

I 
a  sane  and  reasonable . approach.  | 

I 

I 

Finally,  just  one  comment,  one  particular  comment  to    i 

back  up  I  think  what  the  residents  of  Bay  Village  feel  about  the 

Boston  Common.   I  feel  that  again  being  very  site  specific  we     i 

are  opposed  to  Site  K,  and  we  feel  that  the  Boston  Common,  the 

beautiful  Common  is  not  designed 'and  has  never  intended  to  b 

the  front  yard  to  the  federal  building. 

CHAIRMAN  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much.,.  i 

Richard  —  I  cannot  read  it.   Is  it  m-E-R-T-I-N-S  from  j 

the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority?   Will  you  spell  the  last 

] 
name  for  me?  ■  j 

i 
MR.  MERTENS :   M-E-R-T-E-N-S .  j 

CHAIRt4AN  BPETTA:   T-E-N-S?  "''"  I 

MR.  MERTENS:   Right. 

CHAIRMAN  BPJ:TTA:   Okay.  ■ 

STATEMENT  OF  RICHAPD  MERTENS  [ 

ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  OFFICER,  BOSTON  REDEVELOP'^ENT  AUTHORITY; 


MR.  MERTENS:   My  name  is  Richard  Mertens 
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I  am  the  Environmental  Review  Officer  for  ^he  Boston 

Redevelopii.ent  Authority. 

The  Authority's  cominents  on  the  Iraft  environmental 

impact  statement  and ' on  the  additional  environmental  data  were 

forwarded  to  you  today,  delivered  to  you  today  in  a  letter       I 

signed  by  our  director,  Mr.  Robert  Grimes,  and  I  would  like      I 

I 

to  reiterate  this  comment  to  you  tonight  in  this  testimony. 

I 
As  you  will  recall  on  29  January  1979  the  BRA        ■  i 

! 

responded  to  a  request  from  the  General  Services  Administration  | 
for  sites  within  the  Boston  central  business  district  on  which   i 

to  locate  the  proposed  structure  of  the  federal  office  i 

i 

building.  I 

That  letter  indicated  nine  potential  sites  and        I 

I 
included  a  policy  statement  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment         | 

Authority  for  the  new  federal  office  building  in  Boston.         | 

Fe  have  now  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the 

environmental  review  documents  and  the  final  three  alternate 

sites  discussed  therein.   These  final  sites  are  identified 

by  Site  A,  Site  K  and  Site  L. 

Overall  the  BRA  would  strongly  recommend  that  a 

complete  environmental  impact  statement  be  complied  for  each 

of  the  three  selected  sites.   Discussion  of  the  ultimate  site 

should  include  reasons  for  rejection  supporting  each  of  the 

other  locations. 

Additionally  to  gain  a  prospective  of  your  site 
INTERNATIONAL  TR.\NSCRI?TTON  SF.RVICES.  EsC. 
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selection  process,  the  BRA  requests  documentation  as  to  the 
reasons  for  (;s'A's  rejection  of  the  other  sites  contained  in 
our  29  January  1979  letter  to  your  office. 

As  a  part  of  this  impact  statement  we  would  expect  tl- 

I 

recognition  of  the  development  activity  already  submitted  or 

i 
planned  m  tr.e  area  of  each  site.   Certainly  in  reaard  to  the    ! 

I 

Theater  District  and  South  Station  considerably  more  large  and   i 

i 
small  scale  development  is  presently  planned  in  that  identified  ' 

in  the  additional  environmental  data. 

A  complete  and  detailed  economic  impact  study  is       \ 

necessary  to  assess  the  relationship  of  the  proposed  aovernm.ent 

structure  to  those  developments.  ' 

i 
This  information  is  critical  in  evaluating  sites  to   j 

ensure  that  the  maximum  positive  consequences  with  regard  to    j 

retail  growth  on  Washinaton  Street  and  Summer  Street,  downtown  '■ 

j 

residential  opportunities  at  all  income  levels  throughout  the    , 

I 
Theater  District  and  in  Chinatown,  and  extensive  emplovment     | 

for  the  City  iroults.  : 

i 
I 

These  are  stated  goals  for  Boston's  commercial     ,   j 

quorum  and  should  be  reinforced  by  the  construction  and 

I 
programming  of  the  federal  building.   I  believe  the  significance! 

of  the  building  cannot  be  stated  with  regard  to  the  future      j 

of  our  central  business  district.  '. 

Specifically  concerning  the  information  contained     ; 

i 
in  the  additional  envf tonmental  data  modification  o"  '    '■      \ 
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reconstruction  have  the  followincr  point?  which  seem  necessary. 
On  page  5,  to  support  the  moveinent  for  expansion  of  this  citv's 
conunercial  base  in  the  area  of  the  three  sites  and  to  accorra^.ocate 
the  needs  nearby  neighborhoods  as  defined  within  the  Public 
Building  Cooperative  Use  Act;  the  amount  of  multi-use  space  at 
ground  level  should  be  greatly  enlarged. 

By  comparison  the  state  transportation  building 
contains  approximately  600,00  square  feet  of  public  and  retail 
o.x'sa .  '     '■ . 

On  pages  18,  and  57,  with  regard  to  the  city's 
comprehensive  zoning  ordinance  and  the  floor  area  ratios  defined 
therein,  the  site  reouirements  should  be  5,000  sauare  feet 
and  the  building  mass  seem  to  indicate  a  height  of  at  least 
275  feet  which  is  not  in  compliance  with  limitations  for 
buildings  within  100  feet  of  Tremont  Street  between  ^.-'est  and 
Boyleston  Streets. 

On  page  21,  the  criteria  of  effect  to  determ.ine 
whether  the  developm.ent  will  impact  any  national  register  or 
illegible  property  should  be  completed  prior  to  the  site 
selection. 

Pages  22  and  23,  the  location  of  the  ^AA  with 
329  employees  from  Burlington  and  the  Fish  and  ^'ildlife 
Service  with  300  employees  from.  Newton  indicates  a  trend  which 
may  further  increase  housing  dem.ands  on  the  city  and  close-in 

suburbs . 
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The  present  and  future  condition  of  the  area  housing 
market,  the  economic  feasibility  of  housing  as  a  stated  goal 
for  the  adjacent  site  development  in  the  Theater  District  and 
in  Chinatown  and  a  growing  demand  for  income  housing  • 
especially  with  the  rising  cost  and  scarcity  of  gasoline  should 
be  examined  closely.  ' 

On  pane  2f ,    the  location  discussions  should  more       i 

I 
fully  describe  the  maanitude  that  relocation  has  on  each  of       j 

the  three  sites.   Additional  data  is  needed  reoarding -the  number  i 

i 
I 

and  size  of  firms  and  emplovees  effected.  j 

Utilization  of  the  U.  F.  Fm.all  Pusiness  Administration  ; 

j 
and  relocation  activitv  should  be  specified.   On  paae  27,  the     1 

i 

teasibilitv  of  utilizing  structures  eliaible  for  the  national    I 

renister  status  on  each  site  should  be  determ.ined  prior  to  the    i 
time  of  site  selection. 

On  paae  30,  the  cost  and  responsibility  of  unaradinn 

sewer  lines  to  Fites  A  and  K  should  be  determined  as  soon  as 
feasible. 

Panes  36  to  39,  estimates  of  the  anproachinn  departure 

patterns  of  traffic  should  reflect  downtown  nar^ina  and  tra.-^fic  | 

■      ■      .         I 

I 
chancres.   Any  reference  to  the  traffic  on  Fed  ford  Ftreet  since 

this  street  will  be  closed  with  the  construction  of  Lafavette 

Place.  ; 

^■e  would,  also  like  to  note  on  Fiaure  7,  the  historic 

sites,  it  does  not  conclude  the'  f''ashinoton  Ftreet  Historic 
INTERNATIONAL  TR.ANSCRI?TION  SERVICES.  EsC.      ''■(^^'' 
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District  which  is  listed  on  the  national  reaister. 

Figure  9,  averane  daily  traffic  flow  should  take  into 
account  the  area,  circulation  patte-r-ns  and  voluxnes  as  a  result 
of  the  downtown  Crossinn  proaram  implerr.entation . 

nther  issues  which  reauire  clarification  include  the   ! 

I 
I 

following.   In  a  complete  analvsis  of  the  i.^Dact  of  the  proposed  | 

I 

building  on  adjacent  areas  we  would  reauest  nassina  studies  to   j 

i 
be  initiated  on  each  of  the  three  sites.  I 

Pages  17  and  2^,  for  the  Chinese  coiririunitv  has  indeed  j 

i 

exoressed  an  interest  in  convertina  the  600  ^-'ashinaton  Ftreet    ! 

I 

building  to  housina.   ^'hile  the  B^?    Supoorts  this  reuse  j 

I 
I 

concept,  no  redeveloner  has  been  identified  and  no  purchase  of   j 

I 

the  pronertv  has  been  accomplished  as  of  the  date  of  the         j 

i 
renorts.  ' 

On  pane  17,  to  state  that  the  E^;^  offered  rite  K  to    j 

i 
the  '^FA  is  incorrect.   The  nine  sites  reauested  by  the  B^J^  in    | 

29  Januerv  letter  included  two  in  this  area,  Pite    D  at  ."^tuart 

and  Tremont  -Streets  and  Site  E  at  ^"ashington  and  Fssex  Ptreets. 

Finallv,  on  panes  '  17  and  IP,  with  renard  to  Fite  .^     I 

I 

and   f^ite   L   no   staff   person   of    the   BRiA    has    been    authorized   bv    the  • 

i 

director  to  represent  the  aaencv  in  discussions  vi th  vour  office; 

concernina  the  relationship  of  the  proposed  federal  office 

building  at  Lcfayette  Place  or  in  Boston  central  business  district 

In  surjT^ation  ve  would  like  to  a^ain  reiterate  the      \ 

I 

importance   of    this   project    to   both   the   CFA.  and    to   the   citv   of  i 
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I 

Boston.   re  are  certain  that  vqu  share  vith  us  the  concern  and 

the  desire  to  make  the  ■  econonic ,  social  '  and  desian  in^oact  of 

this  structure  on  our  dov  ntovn  the  riost  positive  stat-ei^^ent  ^hat 

! 

can  serve  as  a  model  nationally.  i 

The  BPA  stands  ready  to  enter  into  a  cooperative       l 

relationship  with  C-.F>P    throuahout  the  entire  plannina  and         j 

I 

designing  process  to  reach  that  croal.   Thank  you  very  much. 
CHA.TP.w;iN  BP.ETTA:   Thank  you  very  nuch,  Pichard. 

Mr.  William,  i?.  Piccard  of  the  Modern  Theater.  i 

i 
STATF.MEN'^  OF   ''MLLIA"  ^.    PICCARD  i 

I 

THE  .""ODF^N  THEATER 

I 

I 
^-'R.  PICCA'^-D:   *'r.  Pretta,  ry  name  is  Pill  Piccard. 

i 
I  arn   representing  not  only  the  modern  theater  but  a  <~^roup  ''-hich  j 

is  currentlv  in  its  embryonic  staoes  which  is  called  the         i 

I 
^''ashinqton/Tremont  Street  Meiahborhood  Association.     ■         | 

I 

The  qeoqraphic  boundaries  of  our  association  are  \ 

the  block  area  bound  bv  ^-''ashinqton  and  Trem.ont  Streets,  and  also 

bound  by  Boyleston  street  and  Temnle  ^lace.  -  i 

I  have  not  had  an  onoortunity  nor  have  mem.bers  of  our  i 

! 
group  had  an  opportunitv  to  reviev;  your  environmental  impact     | 

statement .  ! 

Hov/ever,  ^ites  K   and  A  in  terms  of  vour  office  chccsino 

one  of  those  sites  for  the  federal  office  buildina.of  the  size 

that  would  be  required  to  accomj^.odate  one  million  souare  feet 

would  definitely  have  an  impact  on  the  businesses  currentlv 
INTERNATIOXALTR.-\.\SCRI?TION  SERVICES,  INC.       -j^^^ 
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located  there. 

It  would  definitely  have  an  impact  with  the  loss  of 
potentiallv  two  or  one  theater  in  Boston's  Theater  Histrict, 
the  only  city  with  17  theaters,  and  v/ith  the  potential  to  be 
reborn . 

Now,  we  have  not  had  a  chance  to  talk  about  it,  and  I 
'would  welcome  any  members  reviewing  for  the  GFA   the  imoact  on 
such  a  buildinq  in  our  area  to  drop  by  our  neicrhhorhocd. 

We  are  comprised  of  r>eople  v;ho  own  real  estate  in  the 
area,  people  livina  in  the  area,  and  that  number  v;ill  arov;  \'erv  i 
soon. 

There  is  som.e  elderly  housing  scheduled  for  the  area.  ' 
Peonle  are  v?ant  to  feel  sa-^e  at  jii'^ht.   Emnt^'  buildings  do  not   i 

create  a  safe  atmosnhere.   There  are  also  neople  who  carrv  on    j 

I 
I 

business    there   durina    the   day   and    at   niaht.  : 

i 
Our   goals    and   objectives    in   oraanizina    —    as    I    said  j 

we   are   in  our   em.brvonic   staqes   --   are    to   im.prove   neicrhborhood 

communications.       Rumor   had    it    that   there   was    croing    to   be    a  ! 

I 

m.eetina  toniaht  and  we  were  qoina  to  be  talkina  about  these  two  I 

I 
I 

blocks.   Fe  were  all  kind  of  v^onderina  what  we  are  talkina  about. 

^•'e  also  want  to  im.nrove  nublic  safety  in  the  area  .  i 
T''e  v/ant  to  im.prove  public  relations  and  promotions  for  the  '> 
area. 

I  do  not  think  I  have  to  soeak  to  too  many  issues 
about  public  relations.   ^-'e  would  like  to  imnrove  the  ; 
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environmental  quality  of  the  area  and  have  an  innact  on  that 
type  of  improvenient . 

t^hat  we  would  like  to  do  most  of  all  is  successfullv 
integrate  an  urban  neighborhood  comprised  of  residents,  retail 
outlets,  artistic  and  cultural  projects,  state  administration 
buildinas,  and  interested   citrzens,  and  let  our  voice  be  heard. 

Fone  of  us  have  been  there  over  20  years.   There  are 
people  involved  in  our  organization  v;ho  have  been  in  the 
neiahborhood  for  40  years.   I  have  seen  it  no  up-   I  have  seen  it 
cone  ddvm. 

Ke  toqether  feel  that  v/orking  neonle  in  the  abuttina 

areas  that  Boston  can  core  back,   ^-'e  would  like  to  investiaate 

vzith  vov  and  the  cr-A   the  impact  of  placina  another  larqe  buildinr-j 

in  our  city  that  is  so  historical  and  need  I  say  more.   The  hall  j 

that  we  are  in  speaks  for  itself.  j 

I 
There  are  many  more  like  it  in  the  city  of  Poston.     j 

Boston's  niaht  vitality  will  come  back  viith   good  theater  and 

i 
with  good  artistic  and  interestina  thinas  ■Por  neonle  to  do  in  _  : 

Boston.   That  is  how  we  will  m.ake  Boston  a  better  place.         { 

I 
Again,.!  do  not  reallv  have  any  statements  in  term.s    I 

of  the  site  and  its  im.pact,  but  we  certainlv  would  like  to  work  ' 

with  you.   I  would  suoqest  that  you  droo  into  anv  one  of  the     i 

...  -  J 

retail   outlets   or   restaurants   or   theaters   in   the  T-'ashinaton  i 

j 

Street   area   imj^.ediately   abuttina   Sites   ?    and   K,    and  we  will   be       ; 

alad   to   talk   to  you   about  what  we    feel   about   it.  .  : 
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Fe    cannot    copie   out  with   a   united   voice    at    ):his   point,      j 

I 
but   we   would    like    to   do    the   best    that   v/e    can    for   our    ni?i'rn.b'OT.i-iooo;, 

for    Fvjston,    for    tlie   peoole   v/ho    live    in    it,    and    the   pecole   v;ho  j 

I 
work    in   it.      Thank   vou.  j 

CHAIPI'^i^N  BRKTTA:   Thank  you  verv  much,  ^'r .    Plccard. 

Joel  H.  Lebov^  of  Lebow  Brotliers  Clothina  Coi'Panv ,  Inc. 

MP..  LEEO'-':   I  think  ''r.  Piccard  has  'sooken    for  us. 

CHAIR.M.AN  BRETTA:   All  riaht,  thank  vou  verv  r--uch , 

.^^.r .  Lebow. 

Is  there  anyone  else  in  the  hall  that  would  like  to 

speak  to  this  that  has  not  been  heard? 

(No  response . ) 

Is    there    anvone    in    the   hall    that   ha.s    .snoken    that   would 

like    to    add    additional    corri.ents    at    this    tine? 

(No   response.) 

If  not,  T  v;ill  declare  this  public  hear i. no  closed. 

Thank  vou  verv  iruch  for  your  attendance. 

(^■■■'hereunon,  the  hearina  was  closed  at    ^-.^d    v.'r.) 
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PROCEEDINGS 

MR.  BRETTA:   Good  evening,  ladies  and 
gentlemen.   My  name  is  Lawrence  F.  Bretta,  and  I'm  the 
Regional  Administrator   for  the  General  Services 
Administration  here  in  New  England. 

On  January  31,  1979,  at  a  public  meeting  in 
this  historic  hall  we  began  the  formal  site  investigation 
for  the  new  Boston  Federal  Office  Building.   At  that 
meeting,  15  potential  sites  were  publicly   identified. 
A  site  investigation  team  of  real  estate  specialists, 
appraisers,  planners  and  engineers  subsequently  reviewed 
all  of  the  identified  sites,  and  as  a  result  of  their 
study  they  recommended  three  sites  for  possible  selection. 

Thereafter,  additional  environmental  data  was 
developed  which  contained  information  specific  to  the 
three  potential  sites  and  which  also  addressed  the  commenlls 
previously  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  dated  March  31,  1978. 

This  additional  data  was  made  available  to  the 
public,  and  a  public  hearing  was  held  here  at  FaneuilHall 
on  June  26,  1979,  to  receive  any  additional  comments  on 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  as  well  as 
comments  on  the  more  recently  developed  additional 
environmental  data. 

As  most  of  you  are  aware,  the  City  of  Boston 

\Bau  cState  cJ\eboztinq   Co. 

BOSTON,    M/^SSACHUSETTS 


has  requested  that  the  General  Services  Administration    i 
expand  its  location  considerations  for  the  new  Federal 
Building  to  include  as  a  fourth  potential  site  a  site 
which  it  is  acquiring  as  part  of  its  North  Station  Urban 
Redevelopment  Program.   If  ultiniateiy  selected  for  the 
project,  the  site  would  be  conveyed  to  the  Federal 
Government  at  nominal  cost.   You  have  now  seen  the  site 
identified  on  the  renderings^  on  the  easels. 

We  have  agreed  to  the  addition  of  this  fourth 
site  for  our  consideration,  and  we  are  now  in  the  proces 
of  developing  the  necessary  additional  information  re- 
garding that  site  for  inclusion  in  our  final  environmental 
impact  statement. 

In  our  final  environmental  impact  statement  it 
is  to  be  proposed  that  this  statement  will  be  completed 
and  filed  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  in 
Washington  in  approximately  three  months,  and  that  3  0 
days  following   the  Environmental  Protection  Agency's 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register  of  Notice  of  the 
statements  availability,  a,  site  selection  can  then  be 
made  at  that  time. 

Tonight's  hearing  is  being  held  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  for  furthg:  public  input  into  the  site 
selection  for  the  Boston  Federal  Building  Project,  and 
to  help  us  accurately  assess  public  preferences  and 
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1  sentiments  regarding  the  fourth  site  at  the  North 

2  Station  which  the  General  Services  Administration  has 

3  included  for  consideration. 

4  Persons  desiring  to  present  oral  comments 

5  on  the  North  Station  site  are  requested  to  register  at 

6  the  table  provided  in  the  rear  of  the  hall,  and  they 

7  will  be  recognized  by  the  Chair  in  order  of  registration 

8  and  allotted  five  minutes  in  which  to  present  their 

9  comments.   The  Chair  reserves  the  right  to  withdraw 

10  recognition  of  any  speaker  if  the  allotted  five  minutes 

11  is  exceeded.   Comments  may  be  extended  in  writing  through 

12  submissions  to  me  at  the  conclusion  of  the  hearing  or 

substantive 

13  by  mail.   All/comments  received  at  this  hearing  and 


14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


before  the  close  of  the  commenting  period  oji  May  21,  1980 
will  be  addressed  in  the  final  environmental  impact 
statement  and  will  aid  us  with  the  final  site  selection. 

There  is  a  Court  Reporter  making  a  verbatim 
transcript  of  this  hearing.   Each  speaker  is  asked  to 
clearly  state  name,  address,  and  affiliation,  if  any.   A 
copy  of  the  transcript  will  be  made  available  for  review 
May  19th  through  May  21,  1980  in  the  General  Services 
Administration  Business  Service  Center,  Room  L-1,  in  the 
John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Court  House.   The 
transcript  will  also  be  included  as  part  of  the  final 
environmental  impact  statement.   I  call  to  your  attention 
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that  there  is  no  smoking  allowed  in  this  hall.   The 
hall  clviSi.-o  at  11:00  p.m.  ^  and  ii  wa  do  not  conclude 
the  hearing  by  that  hour  we  will  reconvene  here  tomorrow 
night  at  7s 00  p.m.   Thank  you,  very  much. 

The  first  speaker  that  will  address  the  hearing 
is  the  Secretary  of  Transportation ^  Mr.   Barry  Locke. 
Mr.  Locke? 

MR.  LOCKE:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Administrator.   My 
name  is  Barry  Locke,  and  I'm  the  Secretary  of  Transportat:j.on 
and  Construction  for  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
with  offices  in  the  City  of  Boston. 

I'm  here  this  evening  to  testify  briefly  on 
behalf  of  the  North  Station  site  proposal  for  the  new 
GSA  Federal  Office  Building.   It  is  particularly  note- 
worthy that  this  hearing  is  taking  place  during  the  first 
week  of  Boston's  350th  birthday.  Jubilee  350. 

The  proposed  revi tali  nation  and  development 
efforts  for  the  historic  North  Station  area  go  hand  in 
hand  with  the  spirit  of  this  year's  birthday  celebration, 
celebrating  this  city's  brilliant  and  prominent  history 
which  has  played  a  significant  role  in  the  development 
of  our  nation  while  at  the  same  time  looking  toward  a 
future  of  great  prosperity  as  a  city  and  major  center  for 
economic,  political  and  social  activity. 

The  comprehensive  implementation  of  the  proposes 
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1  Redevelopment  Authority,  BRA,  and  MBTA  Development  Plans 

2  for  the  North  Station  area  hinges  on  GSA's  decision  to 

3  place  its  new  Federal  Building  project  in  North  Station 

4  As  Secretary  of  Transportation  for  Massachusetts 

5  and  as  a  member  of  the  Boston  Construction  Committee,  I 

6  strongly  urge  you  to  select  the  North  Station  site  as 

7  the  permanent  home  for  Boston's  new  Federal  Building 

8  Aside  from  the  proposed  GSA  building  itself, 

9  the  transportation  element  is  the  essential  component 
10  to  the  future  success  of  the  overall  North  Station 
n  development  project.   We  must  realize  and  appreciate  one 

12  basic  fact.   Transportation  is  an  economic  tool.   When 

13  this  tool  is  properly  utilized,  a  growth  activity  of 

14  vast  potential  has,  in  effect,  been  implemented.   Trans- 

15  portation  means  jobs.   Transportation  means  payrolls 
15  Transportation,  above  all,  means  progress, 


17 


We  can  have  the  finest  hospitals,  theatres, 

18  shopping  districts,  school,  and  sources  of  employment, 

19  but  they  are  meaningless  without  a  system  of  transportation 
in  place.   I  believe  this  pragmatic  philosophy  is  quite 
apparent  in  the  proposed  North  Station  scheme  of  a  multi- 
use  strategy. 

The  impact  of  the  Green  Line  relocation  and 


24       present  commuter  rail  service  provided  by  the  Massachusett 


25 


Bay  Transportation  Authority,  coupled  with  future  central 
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Artery  projects  will  unquestionably  encourage  development 
of  the  entire  North  Station  area.   The  strategy  for  the 
1980 's  is  that  of  using  public  transportation  and 
construction  funds  to  stimulate  massive  infusions  of 
private  investment  in  the  areas  that  require  a  permanent, 
economic  revitalization.   North  Station  is  still  another 
opportunity  to  apply  this  economic  strategy. 

A  project  of  this  magnitude  would  create 
thousands  of  construction  jobs  and  many  more  tens  of 
thousands  of  multi-effect  jobs.   In  terms  of  North 
Station  transportation  development,  we  are  talking  about 
the  creation  of  some  2,000  new  construction  jobs. 

In  an  on-going  urban  blight  study  being 
conducted  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration,  the 
North  Station  area  has  been  cited   as  one  of  urban 
blight.   Sadly,  we  have  allowed  this  historic  section  of 
Boston  to  now  become  an  example  of  urban  decay ,  but  now 
we  have  the  opportunity  to  reverse  this  negative  trend 
at  North  Station  and  initiate  a  historic  urban  developmeni: 
project.   However,  the  key  to  this  redevelopment  effort 
is  the  placement  of  GSA's  new  Federal  Building  at  the 
proposed  North  Station  site. 

The  decision  to  do  this  will  serve  as  a  catalyst 
for  the  MBTA's  and  the  BRA's  overall  development  plans. 
Your  decision  to  choose  the  North  Station  site  would  open 
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''  the  gates  for  vast  development  investments,  not  only 

2  in  the  public  financing  sector,  but  a  tremendous  infusion 

3  of  private  sector  involvement,  and  I  will,  as  Secretary 

4  of  Transportation  and  Construction  for  Massachusetts, 

5  do  everything  under  my  jurisdiction  to  insure  that  the 

6  North  Station  Project  progresses  out  of  the  study  stages 

7  and  is  transformed  into  one  of  Boston's  boldest  and  most 

8  successful  development  endeavors  in  its  history 

9  You  can  be  assured  that  the  administration  of 

10  Governor  King  will  continue  its  role  as  a  catalyst  for 

11  social  and  economic  development  and  fully  supports  this 

12  project.   I  look  forward  in  the  months  ahead  to  work 

13  with  the  GSA  Regional  Administrator  Bretta  and  his 

14  colleagues  in  a  cooperative  effort  with  the  MBTA,  BRA, 

15  State  Department  of  Public  Works,  the  Massachusetts  Area 
Planning  Counsel  and  the  City  of  Cambridge.  By  pooling  our 
resources  and  manpower  together  we  will  create  a  very 


19 
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18        bright  future  for  Boston  and  the  entire  Commonwealth. 


In  closing,  let  me  restate  Governor  King's 
commitment  to  the  resurgence  of  Boston  through  its 
revitalization  during  the  1970' s.   Quincy  Market,  the 
waterfront  and  downtown  crossing  all  indicate  that  an 
undertaking  such  as  the  North  Station  Project  will  insure 
that  Boston  in  the  1980 's  and  beyond  will  remain  an 
attractive  and  competitive  place  in  which  to  work  and  livi 
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Again,  I  strongly  urge  you  to  choose  the 
North  Station  site  and  cause  Boston's  largest  development 
project  in  its  20th  century  history  to  become  a  reality 
of  vast  economic  prosperity  and  stability  for  the  City 
of  Boston  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts.   I  hope 
we  can  work  together  toward  this  end,  and  I  thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr.  Secretary, 
The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  William  J.  Cleary,  who  is  the 
Director  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  and 
also  an  officer  in  the  Boston  Construction  Committee. 
Mr.  Cleary? 

MR.  CLEARY:   Thank  you,  gentlemen.   For  the 
record,  my  name  is  William  J.  Cleary,  and  I  am  currently 
the  Director  of  the  Boston  Construction  Committee  of  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Labor. 

The  purpose  of  my  presence  here  this  evening 
is  to  present  for  your  consideration  the  unanimous 
resolution  adopted  by  the  Boston  Construction  Committee 
on  May  1,  1980,  after  a  comprehensive  presentation  of 
all  interested  parties  concerning  the  North  Station  site. 

Since  this  hearing  is  a  part  of  the  environment4l 
impact  statement  and  decision-making  process  being  con- 
ducted by  the  GSA,  it  would  be  inappropriate  for  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  or  I ,  as  his  agent,  to  endorse  one  plar 
over  another.   I  can  only  request  that  the  resolution  of 
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the  Committee  be  given  careful  consideration,  as  it 
represents  the  views  of  a  tri-part  body  comprised  of 
representative  of  labor,  management  and  government  in 
the  construction  industry  here  in  New  England,  and 
Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission  I  would  like  now  to 
introduce  to  you  a  Mr.  Samuel  Mintz  of  the  Massachusetts 
State  Association  of  Architects  and  presently  serving 
as  Secretary  of  the  Sub-Committee  of  the  Boston 
Construction  Committee  which  has  studied  the  North  Station 
proposal  to  give  you  hopefully  an  in  depth  study  of  our 
position,  and  after  that  time  I  will  read  the  resolution 
to  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Mr.  Mintz? 

MR.  MINTZ:   Thank  you.  Bill.   My  name  is 
Sy  Mintz  and  I'm  an  architect  with  the  City  Planner  in 
Boston.   As  Bill  Cleary  said,  I'm  the  Secretary  of  a 
Sub-Committee  that  was  formed  out  of  the  Boston 
Coordinating  Construction  Committee  and  we  have  tried 
carefully  to  examine  all  of  the  sites,  all  of  the  four 
sites;  the  three  in  the  TremontA^ashington/Boylston/Essex 
Street  area,  as  well  as  the  North  Station  site,  and  we 
are  concerned  not  only  about  construction   jobs  which 
clearly  is  the  purview  of  our  area,  but  frankly,  we're 
also  concerned  about  community  and  environmental  impacts 
as  well,  and  we  believe,  as  we  will  point  out,  that 
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the  North  Station  site  offers  an  opportunity  for  all  of 
us  in  this  community,  those  representing  the  construction 
industry  and  those  who  represent  community  and  environ- 
mental concerns  to  be  able  to  support  a  bold  development 
that  is  being  proposed  in  the  North  Station  area,  and  we 
think  that  there  are  a  number  of  reasons  for  supporting 
this  project  and  pursuing  and  suggesting  to  the  GSA  they 
locate  the  building  in  North  Station. 

Number  one,  it  will  catalyze  the  revitalization 
of  the  whole  North  Station  area,  an  area  that  might  never 
or  certainly  for  a  long  time  be  revitalized  without  the 
GSA  locating  the  new  government  building  there. 

Number  two,  it  will  bring  about  through  the 
pump  priming  of  a  public  development  of  this  magnitude, 
$75  to  $9  0  million,  tremendous  private  development  which 
would  include  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Bullfinch 
Triangle  area,  a  very  historic  and  a  fine  group  of 
buildings  in  that  area.   It  would  also  encourage  signi- 
ficant amounts  of  private  development  in  housing,  hotels 
and  other  uses.   It  might  even  bring  the  Bruins  and  the 
Celtics  to  revitalize  and  improve  Boston  Garden  and  keep 
that  type  of  sports  facility  in  the  city  where  we  believe 
it  belongs. 

In  addition  to  that,  it  will  also  do  some 
other  things  that  have  been  talked  about  in  terms  of 
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transportation.   It  will  begin  to  deal  with  the  Green 
Line  problem  by  removing  what  is  definitely  a  blighting 
influence  to  the  revitalization  of  North  .Station  by 
taking  down  that  structure  and  improving  the  potential  of 
Green  Line  transportation  to  Lechmere  and  we  hope, 
frankly,  even  to  Somerville  beyond,  so  it  has  objectives 
beyond  just  the  North  Station  area.   It  will  also  make 
possible  the  improvement  of  public  open  space  and  the 
carrying  through  of  the  green  strip  that  runs  along 
Charles  River,  and  we  think  again,  we're  not  just  hard 
hats  just  looking  at  construction;  we  are  concerned 
about  these  kinds  of  issues.   They  not  only  mean  good 
jobs,  but  they  also  mean  good  environment. 

We  also  think  that  it  is  important  that  this 
can  help  not  only  the  Boston  side  of  the  Charles  River 
but  the  Cambridge  side  of  the  Charles  River  because  they 
have  a  very  bold  imaginative  plan  for  the  East  Cambridge 
Riverfront  project,  and  that  again  is  very  important 
because  it  creates  jobs   as  well,  and  as  Secretary  Locke 
said,  on  top  of  it  is  the  potential  for  the  real  improve- 
ment of  the  north  section  of  the  Central  Artery. 

When  you  put  all  of  these  projects  together 
on  both  sides  of  the  Charles  River,  you're  talking  about 
a  potential  of  $1  billion  in  construction.   That  could 
do  a  great  deal  for  the  Commonwealth  and  for  all  of 
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us,  and  we  hope  that  the  GSA  will  decide  that  the 
North  Station  area,  because  of  all  of  these  things,  is 
the  proper  choice  for  them  to  locate  the  -Federal  Building 
and  I  turn  it  back  to  Bill  Cleary.    :^  , 

MR.  CLEARY:   Thank  you,  Sy,   Gentlemen,  you 
can  see  why  this  resolution  is  forthcoming,  and  the 
following  is,  in  fact,  the  text  of  the  resolution 
adopted  by  the  Construction  Committee,  as  I  said  before, 
on  May  1,  1980. 

The  Resolution:  '^he  Boston  Construction 
Coordinating  Committee  endorses  and  encourages  the  GSA 
to  seriously  consider  the  North  Station  area  as  their 
site  for  the  new  Federal  Office  Building. 

The  North  Station  area  has  the  greatest  potenti4l 
for  the  encouragement,  future  development,  in  an  area 
that  virtually  needs  it  and  would  be  of  the  best  interest 
of  all  of  our  Massachusetts  citizens. 

So,  with  that,  gentlemen,  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  the  consideration  of  this  important  matter  and  also 
enclose  for  your  information  a  listing  of  the  membership 
of  the  Boston  Construction  Committee.   Thank  you  for 
your  time. 

MR,  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr.  Cleary. 
Our  next  speaker  will  be  a  member  of  the  Boston  City 
Council  who  has  requested  to  speak  before  the 
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Committee  here  tonight,  Mr.  Frederick  C.  Langone . 
Councillor  Langone? 

MR.  LANGONE:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
members  of  this  Commission. 

It's  not  the  first  appearance  I  have  made  here. 
Last  year  when  we  had  a  similar  proposal  before  us  I 
came  here  and  recommended  the  North  Station.   I'm  very 
happy,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  you  have  made  a  decision  to 
reconsider  the  proposal  of  the  location  of  the  new 
Federal  Building.   I  think  very  positively  that  the 
North  Station  area  is  not  in  need,  but  is  the  best  site 
because  of  its  location;  the  proximity  to  the  state 
buildings,  the  federal  buildings. 

In  order  for  a  government  building  to  be 
properly  located  it  must  be  within  the  cluster  of  the 
government  buildings.   We  cannot  have  a  federal  building 
isolated  from  all  the  governmental  agencies  which  are 
now  downtown. 

While  I  certainly  recognize  that  we  need 
redevelopment  in  the  Combat  Zone  area,  we  have  a  project 
which  the  City  Council  and  the  Mayor  have  approved 
called  Lafayette  Place,  which  will  have  tremendous 
potential.   A  500  room  hotel,  parking  garage,  office 
building,  retail.   The  lower  Washington  Street  area  is 
certainly  more  suitable  for  retail  shopping  than  it  is 
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a  government  building.   With  the  activity  created  by 
the  new  crossing,  the  downtown  crossing,  that  area  is 
slowly  coining  back. 

The  North  Station  area  offers  not  only 
transportation  for  government  workers,  but  it  also 
adds  the  fact  that  it  is  downtown;  it  is  right  in  the 
heart  of  the  so-called  Government  Center. 

I  was  glad  to  see  Secretary  Locke  here.   Any 
decision  to  locate  the  Federal  Building  in  the  North 
Station  area  must  be  accompanied  by  a  commitment  from 
the  State  Department  of  Transporation  that  the  removal 
of  the  elevated  in  the  North  Station  is  vital.   The  Mayor 
can  solve  the  Celtic  problem  as  alluded  to  by  Mr.  Mintz 
by  granting  a  121  A  to  the  Boston  Bruins  who  are  the 
owner  of  the  building  and  let  them  properly  renovate  the 
Garden  and  by  the  tax  savings,  pass  the  tax  savings 
along  to  the  Celtics.   I  think  they  can  work  out  an 
amicable  agreement. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  say  this.   We  have 
been  promised  in  Boston  for  the  last  2  0  years  since 
Ed  Logue.  was  here,  the  last  18  years,  a  North  Station 
revitalization.   The  city  has  commenced  only  most  recently 
a  rather  cosmetic  approach.   We  must  get  into  it  more 
deeply,  more  deeply  committed  to  a  real  revitalization. 
We  can't  do  it  alone. ~  The  tax  structure  of  this  city, 
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we've  just  approved  a  Copley  Place  project  in  the 
Copley  Square  area  with  two  hotels  and  a  retail  space 
up  there.   The  one  area  that  has  been  neglected  for 
many  years;  when  I  say  neglected,  we  have  left  it  to 
the  private  sector  to  redevelop,  has  slowly  eroded.   I 
dare  say  with  the  talk  about  a  new  federal  building, 
the  removal  of  the  L,  the  renovation  of  the  Garden  that 
we  have  discussed   in  the  city  for  two  years,  has 
rejuvenated  a  demand.   I  know  properties  on  Portland 
Street  in  the  last  year  have  jumped  50  and  60  per  cent 
in  value.   It  will  create,  believe  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
will  create  an  increased  source  of  taxation  for  this 
city  that  we  so  sorely  need,  not  only  in  the  12lA's, 
which  are  limited  type  agreements,  limited  payment  in 
lieu  of  taxes,  but  in  the  general,  for  the  private  sector 
that  pays  under  the  conventional  system,  and  most  of 
those  buildings  do  pay  conventional  regular  valuation 
type  taxes,  I    think  it  will  grant  them  relief,  so  I 
would  hope,  in  closing,  I  thank  you  for  this  opportunity 
to  speak  in  favor,  and  I  know  that  Cambridge,  and  I 
understand  that  the  decision  has  been  held  up  pending 
a  decision  by  the  City  of  Cambridge  as  to  whether  or  not 
they  want  the  relocation  of  that  little  strip,  I'm  sure 
Cambridge  with  the  relocation  of  the  Lechmere  Square 
station  stop  across  the  street  in  the  railroad  yards. 
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that  with  the  relocation  of  this  line  and  the  submerging 
of  the  line  at  the  North  Station,  I  think  that  we  all 
can,  with  some  system  of  bus  service,  I  think  we  can 
satisfy  the  City  of  Cambridge,  but  let  me  say  this.   Not 
only  must  we  satisfy  the  City  of  Cambridge,  but  the  City 
of  Boston  is  the  core  of  this  whole  area.   We  must  let 
the  parent  municipality  stay  strong  so  that  the  children 
around  it  can  survive  with  us.   Thank  you,  very  much, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  very  much.  Councillor. 
The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Sargent  Collier,  President  of 
the  Downtown  North  Association.   Mr.  Collier? 

MR.  COLLIER:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Bretta.   My  name 
is  Sargent  Collier.   I  am  President  of  the  Downtown  North 
Associiion. 

The  Downtown  North  Association  is  a  Civic 
organiztion  comprised  of  small  and  large  business  and 
residential  interests  in  the  North  Station  area.   We 
were  founded  twenty-five  years  ago  and  we  originally  were 
called  the  North  Station's  Merchants  Association.   We 
have  approximately  100  members.   I  will  make  a  copy  of 
the  membership  available  to  you. 

We  do  not  represent  every  single  small  business 
and  resident  in  the  area,  but  I  think  that  we  believe  we 
are  the  only  large  community  improvement  organization 
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specifically  interested  in  the  North  Station  area. 
Basically,  we  are  fully  in  favor  of  the  plan  presented 
for  the  North  Station  area. 

To  tell  you  a  little  about  the  organization 
and  I'll  make  it  very  briefs  our  by-laws  define  the 
purpose  of  the  Downtown  North  as  follows,  and  I  quote, 
"To  initiate  and  promote  any  movement  for  the  commercial 
and  civic  betterment  for  the  Downtown  North  area  of  the 
City  of  Boston  or  of  the  City  of  Boston  in  general  and 
to  enhance  the  well  being  of  the  members  of  the  Association 
to  the  end  that  the  Downtown  North  area  shall  be  a  better 
place  in  which  to  do  business  and  in  which  to  work  and 
in  which  to  live." 

Specifically,  the  Downtown  North  has  four  areas 
of  acitvity.   The  first  is  in  physical  improvements  to 
the  area  including  such  things  as  improving  sidewalks 
and  streets  and  lighting  and  this  sort  of  thing. 

The  second  is  coordinating  with  city  agencies 
to  provide  better  city  services. 

The  third  is  licensing  and  other  related 
matters,  and  the  fourth  is  planning,  and  I  think  that 
this  is  a  very  important  part  of  what  we  do. 

The  blue  plan  which  I  hold  in  my  hand  and 
which  I  will  make  a  copy  available  to  you  was  commissioned 
and  paid  for  by  the  Downtown  North  Association  in  1957. 
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There, was  absolutely  no  input  of  any  funds  outside  those 
provided  by  the  organization  for  this  plan.   A  second 
plan  which  we  have  worked  on  and  which  was  done  in  19  57 
was  basically  done  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
and  it  is  entitled,  New  Directions  for  North  Station. 

The  Downtown  North  was  asked  to  contribute 
to  this  report  and  met  every  two  weeks  for  six  months 
with  the  BRA  supplying  input  for  this  1957  study. 

The  third,  and  I  think  somewhat  is  a  result 
of  new  directions  for  North  Station  to  which  the  Downtown 
North  has  provided  some  input  is  the  MosheS^f die  plan  in 
which  we  feel  has  provided  new  reasons  why  the  North 
Station  area  should  be  considered  as  a  possible  Federal 
Building  site. 

I  think  our  area  speaks  for  itself  .as  far  as 
a  building  location  site,  and  as  members  of  the  Boston 
community  in  general  and  not  just  as  members  of  the 
Downtown  North,  I  would  like  to  bring  the  attributes  of 
our  location  to  your  attention.   First  is  the  general 
location  close  to  the  Government  Center.   Any  new  Government 
Center  should  be  as  close  as  possible  to  existing  govern- 
ment facilities.   Due  to  the  inter-relationships  between 
different  government  agencies,  a  citizen  may  have  to 
visit  several  agencies  to  accomplish  one  task,  and  the 
North  Station  would  place  the  new  Federal  Office  Building 
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within  a  few  minutes  walk  of  most  other  city,  state 
and  federal  offices. 

The  second  attribute  we  have  is  our  transpor- 
tation facilities.   We  have  two  subway  lines;  the  Orange 
and  Green  MBTA  Lines,  we  have  the  Boston  and  Maine 
commuter  trains,  MBTA  bus  lines,  we  have  direct  expressway 
access,  we  have  close  proximity  to  Logan  Airport,  we  have 
more  parking  than  any  other  downtown  area  in  the  city, 
and  we  are  a  short  walking  distance  again  from  other 
government  facilities- 
Third,  and  I  think  a  very  interest ing' point  i- 
that  we  really  have  more  land  available  in  the  North 
Station  area  than  any  other  downtown  area.   Some  of  the 
land  is  presently  owned  by  the  city  and  other  government 
agencies.   Unlike  other  locations  being  considered  for 
the  Federal  Building,  very  little  property  now  in  service 
would  have  to  be  acquired  and/or  demolished  for  the 
Federal  Buidling. 

What  do  we  have  besides  these  attributes?   I'll 
tell  you  what  we  have.   We  have  a  lot  of  transportation 
spaghetti.   We  have  the  Southeast  Expressway  which  cuts 
off  our  flank  from  the  waterfront.   We  have  the  Storrow 
Drive  ramp  which  separates  our  businesses  from  the 
Charles  River.   We  have  the  Government  Center  Parking 
Garage  which  blocks  us  visually  from  the  Government  Centei 
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and  Quincy  Market,  and  worst  of  all,  we  have  the  MBTA 
Green  Line  which  cuts  right  through  our  heart  with  noise, 
dirti,  and  shadow  from  the  elevated  structure. 

The  reason  we  have  land  available  in  the  North 
Station  area  is  that  other  people  don't  want  to  be  there. 
The  Green  Line  elevated  obviously  has  the  most  devastating 
effect  of  all  these  transportation  networks.   This  plan 
is  a  dramatic,  exciting  plan.   However,  we  feel  that 
without  the  removal  of  the  Green  Line  the  plan  cannot 
begin.   We  know  that  without  a  pressing  reason  fiDr  the 
Green  Line  to  be  relocated  it  will  not  be  relocated. 
Such  a  major  undertaking  is  far  too  costly,  complicated 
and  uncertain  for  private  development  sources  to  undertake 
Accordingly,  the  relocation  must  be  totally  the  result 
of  government  action  and  interaction,  and  this  action 
can  only  be  initiated  if  the  Federal  Building  is  located 
at  North  Station. 

The  transportation  links  that  blight'  the 
North  Station  area  were  placed  there  by  various  government, 
agencies.  They  are  used  by  all  the  City  of  Boston. 
However,  we  are  the  people  that  suffer  from  the  use  of 
them.  The  city,  state  and  government  agencies  that 
plan  to  put  these  transportation  links  in  the  North  Static 
area  have  caused  us  years  of  noise,  dirty  and  decay.  We 
have  been  forgotten  as  a  viable  part  of  downtown  Boston. 
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It  is  now  time  for  the  government  to  live  up  to 
your  responsibilities,  and  I  don't  mean  just  the  Federal 
Government,  I  mean  the  state  and  city,  and  remove  this 
blight.   You  owe  the  North  Station  area  the  removal  of 
the  Green  Line.   We  need  the  Federal  Building. 

If  a  federal  building  is  located  elsewhere 
then  the  elevated  removal  can  be  forgotten.   Leave  the 
elevated,  and  the  entire  North  Station  area  can  also  be 
forgotten  for  another  25  years. 

I  am  closing  now,  but  I  would  like  to  say  that 
the  Downtown  North  pledges  its  full  support  of  its  member 
ship  and  in  obtaining  the  support  of  non-members.   We 
will  donate  much,  much  time  and  whatever  financial 
resources  we  can  gather  together  to  assist  in  this 
project.   Thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Collier.   The 
next  speaker  is  Cynthia  Zadtzevsky  ,  President  of  the 
New  England  Chapter  Society  of  Architectural  Historians. 

Is  she  here? 

(No  response.) 

MR.  BJ^TTA:   The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Roger  Lang, 
Boston  Landmarks  Commission.   Mr.  Lang? 

MR.  LANG:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Bretta.   I  am  Roger 
Lang,  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission 
which  has  its  offices  in  City  Hall  in  Boston. 
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As  I  have  in  the  past,  I  am  pleased  to  offer 
co-nments  tonight  on  behalf  of  the  Landmarks  Commission 
in  regards  to  this  phase  of  the  ever  longer  running 
saga  of  your  search  for  a  suitable  site  for  Boston's 
newest  Federal  Office  Building. 

I  have  a  brief  statement  on  behalf  of  the 
Commission  which  I  wish  to  in  part  read  into  the  record. 
As  you  may  recall,  the  Landmarks  Commission  has  offered 
testimony  at  past  hearings  on  this  subject.   The  focus  of 
this  testimony  has  been  support  for  GSA  compliance  with 
the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act.   This  Commissior 
has  been  hopeful  that  a  serious  effort  would  be  made  to 
reuse  existing  buildings  as  the  Act  calls  for,  rather 
than  adopt  a  solution  involving  only  new  construction. 
We  have  been  disappointed  that  the  prospectus  process 
and  the  resulting  program  requirements  of  GSA,  combined 
with  the  current  circumstances  in  the  real  estate  market 
and  GSA's  own  preferences,  have  not  meshed  to  allow  for. 
a  project  combining  new  construction  with  the  reuse  of 
existing  buildings. 

The  Commission's  present  position  is  that  it 
activfely  opposes  the  location  of  a  single  office  tower 
totalling  approximately  one  million  square  feet  in  the 
theatre  district  in  general  and  a  site  adjacent  to  the 
Boston  Common  in  particular.   Given  present  circumstances, 
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^        the  Commission  now  favors  the  fourth  site  under 

2  consideration,  North  Station.   Siting  a  new  office 

3  building  on  one  of  the  sites  offered  by  the  Boston 

4  Redevelopment  Authority  would  not  require  the  denoliztion 

5  of  significant  structures  and  would  be  likely  to  have  a 

6  less  adverse  impact  on  historic  resources  than  would  be 

7  true  in  the  theatre  district.   The  project  could  also 

8  serve  as  a  catalyst  for  private  investment  in  the  nearby 

9  area  known  as  the   Bulfinch  Triangle,  an  area  which  may 

10  be  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of 

11  Historic  Places. 

12  The  Commission  recognizes  that  a  new  Federal 

13  Office  Building  at  North  Station  might  conceivably  have 

14  some  potentially  negative  effects  on  the   Bulfinch 

15  Triangle  resulting  from  increased  interest  and  developmeni 
15       of  the  area.   The  Commission  urges,  therefore,  that  if 

17  the  site  at  North  Station  is  chosen,  the  Federal  Governmeilt 

18  work  with  the  City  of  Boston  to  encourage  development 

19  in  the   Bulfinch  Triangle  area  that  is  appropriate  to 
its  history  and  architectural  character. 

Again,  given  present  circumstances,  the  Boston 
Landmarks  Commission  believes  that  a  North  Station  locatic|i 
offers  the  best  all  around  solution  available  among  the 
four  sites  under  consideration.   The  Commission  offers 
its  assistance  in  addressing  issues  pertaining  to  the 
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protection  of  historic  resources  in  the  adjacent 

B  Ulfinch  Triangle,  and  that's  signed  by  the  Chairwoman, 

Pauline  Chase  Harrell . 

I'd  also  like  to  offer  a  couple  of  brief 
personal  remarks.  As  one  of  the  many  citizens  who  strove 
to  urge  for  the  enactment  of  the   Public  Buildings 
Cooperative  Use  Act,  I  have  some  mixed  feelings  about 
the  apparent  denouj^-fement  of  this  saga. 

First,  I'm  disappointed  that  the  reuse  of 
Boston's  amply  supply  of  significant  buildings  apparently 
cannot  help  to  meet  the  government's  space  needs  in  this 
case.   It's  clear  to  me  now,  and  I  hope  increasingly 
clear  to  the  General  Services  Administration,  that  the 
Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  is  not  having  its 
intended  affect  to  redirect  federal  priorities  towards 
rehabilitation,  and  I  would  hope,  although  it's  not 
central  to  the  matter  at  this  hearing,  that  thought 
within  the  Agency  could  be  given  to  this. 

I  think  the  task  force  on  historic  preservation 
which  prepared  a  report  in  February  of  1979  to  the 
Administrator,  offered  several  suggestions  on  how  this 
matter  might  be  more  happily  resolved.   First,  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  pre-planning  process  has  to  recognize 
the  programming  constraints  and  the  opportunities  for 
reuse.   It  is  untenable  in  most  cities  with  significant 
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resources  to  contemplate  construction  at  the  size  of 
single  structures  in  the  order  of  one  million  square 
feet.   It  simply  makes  most  areas  which  would  otherwise 
be  useful  for  providing  space  for  federal  needs  in- 
appropriate because  of  the  magnitude  of  the  impacts 
associated  with  the  process. 

Second,  it  seems  to  me  that  priorities  for 
selecting  historic  properties  for  rehabilitation  also 
have  to  be  defined,  better  defined  so  that  you  and 
your  colleagues  have  an  idea  of  what  is  more  sacred  than 
something  else  and  thereby  begin  to  prioritize  your 
ability  to  perhaps  combine  new  and  old  construction  more 
effectively,  and  third,  I  think  the  imaginative  alternati^ 
for  reuse  which  might  involve  cluster  sites  or  groups 
of  buildings  rather  than  single  structures  to  meet  federal 
space  needs  are  important. 

Finally,  to  end  on  a  positive  note,  although 

a  Federal  Office  Building  at  North  Station  will  he  ! 

! 

all  new  construction,  I  think  the  Public  Buildings        j 
Cooperative  Use  Act  can  have  a  pivotal  affect  on  the      i 

success  of  the  project.   I  urge  the  General  Services      ' 

i 
Administration  to  wholeheartedly  implement  the  provisions 

of  the  Act  that  are  intended  to  create  a  living  building. 

Properly  conceived  and  developed,  the  largest  possible 

out  lease  space  component  can  have  a  dramatic  effect  on 
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the  users  of  the  building,  on  the  pedestrian  perceptions 

of  the  new  building,  and  on  the  well-being  of  the 

surrounding  area  which  includes  the  historic  resources, 

which  are  the  new  Federal  Office  Building's  older  neighbo;: 

Thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr.  Lang. 

Mr.  William  Choxiinard, Vice  President  of  the  Greater  Boston 

Chamber  of  Commerce. 

MK:  ChOUINAKD:  Mr.  Bretta,  I 'm  William  chouinard , 

Executive  Vice  President  of  the  Greater  Boston  Chamber 

of  Commerce.   I'm  here  tonight  to  record  Greater  Boston 

Chamber  of  Commerce  as  joining  Boston  Redevelopment 

Authority  and  the  Mayor  of  Boston  in  the  selection  of 

North  Station  as  a  site  for  the  new  Federal  Office 

Building. 

ago 
A' year  and  a  half/ve  came  before  you  on  a 

similar  public  hearing  and  urged  that  the  Federal  Office 

Building  be  located  somewhere  in  a  seven  block  area 

by  Stuart,  Washington,  Tremont  and  Summer  Streets,  feelinc 

that  the  location  of  the  Federal  Building  in  that  general 

area  would  reinforce  the  Lafayette  Place  project, 

revitalize  the  central  retail  area,  eliminate  the  Combat 

Zone,  so  incompatable  with  the  hopes  and  aspirations  of 

the  Chinese,  retail.  Tufts,  and  theatre  district  communiti 

in  Boston. 
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We're  no  less  committed  today  to  realizing 
any  of  those  objectives.   However,  we  have  been  assured 
by  the  Mayor  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
that  they  share  .  our  concerns  and  objectives  for  the 
lower  Washington  Street  area  and  a  successful  revitalizat 
of  our  central  business  district,  and  in  the  weeks 
ahead  we  will  be  embarking  in  a  collaborative  manner  with 
the  city  in  a  major  study  design  development  program 
which  will  harvest  its  objective,  bring  about  the 
mixed  use  development  including  desirable  office,  retail 
and  residential  space  which  has  been  sought  since  the 
committee  on  the  central  business  district  articulated 
its  plans  and  objectives  in  the  early  1960's. 

With  these  assurances  I  can  say  to  you  tonight 
that  we  believe  the  location  of  the  Federal  Office 
Building  in  the  North  Station  area  will  have  a  profoundly 
positive  impact  on  one  of  the  few  remaining  areas  of 
major  development  potential  in  our  downtown.   North 
Station  has  been  languishing  for  too  many  years  as  a 
hapless  collection  of  parking  lots,  empty  buildings, 
a  deteriorating  cross  roads  for  transporation  facilities 
and  an  obsolescing  sports  facility. 

It  truly   can  become  a  totally  revised  and 
revitalized  neighborhood  of  Boston,  offering  the  best 
mix  of  business,  residential,  retail  and  civic  activities, 
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on  a  par  with  the  other  significant  redevelopment 
projects  in  this  city,  and  we  believe  that  the  Federal 
Office  Building  will  in  fact  stimulate  a  level  of  public 
and  private  investment  which  we  have  seen  in  so  many  of 
the  city's  other  successful  revitalization  efforts. 

With  that  in  mind,  we  not  only  urge  the 
relocation  of  the  Federal  Office  in  the  North  Station 
area,  but  also  challenge  you  and  the  General  Services 
Administration  to  make  an  unprecedented  effort  and 
commitment  to  create  a  building  of  beauty  and  vitality 
and  to  work  with  the  total  community  to  insure  the  landmark 
success  of  the  overall  redevelopment  of  the  North  Station 
area. 

Mr.  Bretta,  I  want  to  tell  you  that  the  business 
community  has  spent  the  last  four  or  five  months  and 
a  lot  of  very  studied  conversations  and  deliberations, 
and  our  appearance  here  tonight  in  endorsement  of  the 
North  Station  site  was  not  a  conclusion  that  we  arrived 
at  easily,  and  I  can  tell  you  on  behalf  of  all  of  the 
affected  interests  and  the  people  who  want  to  see  the 
success  of  the  lower  Washington  Street  area  and 
revitalization  of  the  central  business  district,  that 
we  have,  I  think,  very  uniquely,  in  the  history  of 
redevelopment  in  this  town,  placed  a  great  deal  of  faith 
and  confidence,  not  only  in  our  own  ability,  but  in  the 
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ability  of  the  Mayor  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  to  create  a  replacement  strategy  for  the 
lack  of  a  federal  building  in  the  Washington  Street  area, 
and  I  must  say  to  you  that  we  have  never  disputed  the 
value  of  locating  a  federal  office  building  in  the 
North  Station  area,  because  in  truth,  in  the  last  20 
years  the  predecessor.  North  Station  Merchants 
Association  and  others,  have  sat  there  and  I  think  very 
legitimately  cried  out  for  the  necessary  public  stimulation 
and  private  investment  to  bring  that  area  back,  so  I 
think  you  have  tonight,  as  I  have  sat  here  and  listened 
to  labor,  and  to  the  state  and  the  city's  posture,  and 
I'm  now  telling  you  what  our  posture  is  in  the  business 
community,  that  you  have  a  consensus  for  the  location 
of  the  Federal  Office  Building  in  the  North  Station  area, 
and  I  hope  that  we  can  proceed  with  that  at  great  pace 
and  that  we  will  do  it  with  imagination  and  we  will 
do  it  in  a  style  that  I  think  is  going  to  really  fit  very 
well  with  the  kind  of  positive  attitude  that  all  of  us 
have  about  the  city.   Thank  you,  very  much. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  very  much,  sir. 

I  want  to  commend  and  compliment  the  speakers 
on  staying  within  the  five  minute  time  limit.   We  have 
quite  a  few  speakers  that  are  still  going  to  be  talking 
tonight,  so  I  ask  you  to  continue  that  cooperation. 
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The  next  speaker  is  Mrs.  Mary  Jackman,  Presideni: 
of  the  Resident  "s  Association  of  the  Amy  Lowell  House > 
Charles  River  Park. 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:   Mr.  Chairman,  Mrs. 
Jackman  is  ill  and  is  not  able  to  be  here  this  evening, 
but  she  does  intend  to  supply  a  written  statement  on 
behalf  of  the  Amy  Lowell  residents. 

MR.  BRETTA:   All  right.   Thank  you,  very  much. 
Dr.  Manuel  Lipson,  who  is  the  Director  of  the  Massachuset'ts 
Rehabilitation  Hospital  at  125  Nashua  Street,  Boston. 

MR.  LIPSON:   Thank  you,  very  much.   The 
hospital  would  like  to  speak  in  favor  of  placing  a  new 
General  Services  Administration  building  for  Boston  at 
Causeway  and  Nashua  Streets  in  the  North  Station  area. 

The  Board  and  the  Administration  of  the  hospital 
feel  that  this  site  would  begin  the  redevelopment  of  the 
North  Station  area.   This  selection  would  be  reasonable 
and  fair  as  it  seems  clear  that  the  North  Station  is  one 
of  the  few  major  areas  in  Boston  which  has  not  benefited 
from  the  modernization  of  Boston  by  public  and  private 
construction. 

The  selection  of  the  building  site  would  give 
impetus  to  a  redevelopment  plan.   A  logical  and  practical 
plan  could  be  initiated  by  this  selection.   This  could 
remove  the  Green  Line  which  has  kept  this  Boston  area 
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a  wasteland  for  many  years.   This  site  selection  could 
promote  the  now  almost  universal  agreement  that  the 
riverfront  should  be  developed  in  a  coordinated  and 
esthetic  fashion.  ^-" 

This  particular  corner  that' links  the  Charles 
River  with  the  harbor  should  be  one  of  the  most  deserving 
parts  of  the  river  for  long-range  coordinated  planning. 
The  hospital  and  the  Registry  are  essentially  the  only 
buildings  in  that  area  between  the  riverfront  and  the 
proposed  construction  area.   Otherwise,  the  area  from 
the  river  is  either  empty  or  filled  with  deteriorating 
buildings  and  parking  lots.   Not  only  is  this  area  worthy 
of  the  development  as  compared  to  other  parts  of  the 
city,  it  should  be  easier  to  develop. 

Further,  it  is  obvious  that  the  building  site 
is  one  of  the  great  centers  of  Mass  and  public  transpor- 
tation.  It  is  the  terminal  of  the  Boston  and  Maine 
leading  north.   It  is  at  the  confluence  of  the  central 
arteries,  Storrow  Drive,  Route  93,  and  95.   The  North 
Station  businessmen  have  long  sought  the  upgrading  of 
their  area.   Resistance  to  this  upgrading  should  be  very 
small  as  compared  to  the  resistance  in  many  other  areas 
of  the  city  Which  have  been  controversial. 

In  conclusion,  we  recommend  that  the  Federal 
Government  place  a  new  Federal  Building  in  the  North  Statijon 
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area.   This  location  is  one  of  the  few  -andevelcped  ar^a.- 
of  the  city.   The  impediments  to  construction  will  be 
small.   The  nearby  riverfront  which,  has  a  large  constitueijicy 
demands  organized  and  far-seeking  development.   The  local 
merchants  and  dwellers  seem  anxious  for  that  development. 
The  transportation  is  outstanding.   By  any  measure,  this 
site  seems  to  be  the  most  logical  for  the  building  as 
part  of  a  much  larger  plan.   Thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you^  very  much,  doctor. 
The  next  speaker  is  a  member  of  the  General  Court, 
Representative  Sherman  W.  Saltmarsh,  Jr.   Representative? 

MR.  SALTMARSH:   Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr. 
Chairman,  for  taking  me  out  of  order.   For  the  record, 
I  am  Sherman  W.  Saltmarsh,  Jr.,  representing  the  34th 
Middlesex  District  from  Winchester  and  Stoneham. 

It's  probably  somewhat  unusual  that  a  Republicai|i 
and  member  of  the  Minority  Party  from  Winchester  is  in 
testifying  for  a  project  of  this  magnitude  in  the  City  of 
Boston,  Mr.  Chairman. 

As  the  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Transportation  for  the  last  six  years,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  supporting  this  project. 
For  the  last  four  years  I  have  sponsored  legislation  to 
initiate  the  work  on  the  northern  section  of  the  Central 
Artery,  particularly  in  the  City  Square  area  and  just  norih 
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I  am  pleased  to  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
maybe  others  here  will  mention   this,  that  on  April  23rd 
the  Department  of  Public  Works  signed  a  contract  with 
Berger  and  Associates  to  start  the  design,  the  preliminary 
design  of  the  northern  section  of  the  Central  Artery. 
This  contract  is  a  $2  million  contract  and  they  have 
two  years  in  which  to  complete  the  preliminary  design. 

Also,  I'd  like  to  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  if  this  project  is  approved  by  the  GSA,  I  think 
frankly  it's  going  to  be  a  catalyst  for  the  entire 
North  Station  area.   I  think  it's  going  to  help  us  in 
the  legislature  to  turn  around  and  work  with  the  city. 
I  think  many  times  those  of  us  in  suburbia  somehow  don't 
take  the  interest  of  those  in  the  city,  and  I  think  as 
one  member  of  the  legislature,  and  particularly  in  the 
Committee  on  Transportation,  that  we  have  an  obligation 
to  fulfill  the  development  and  the  improvement,  particu- 
larly of  the  North  Station  area.   I  happen  to  pass  through 
this  part  of  the  city  every  day,  and  I  had  the  good 
fortune  of  playing  hockey  at  the  North  Station  when  I 
was  at  Boston  College,  and  frankly,  there  has  been  a  slow 
deterioration  of  this  area  over  the  last  few  years. 

Also,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  those  of  you  who  are  not 
familiar  with  it,  the  elevated  structure  that's  in  front 
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of  the  North  Station  is  the  last  piece  of  elevated 
structure  that's  going  to  be  in  use  for  any  period  of  tirtK; 
by  the  MBTA.   As  most  of  you  know,  the  Orange  Line  has 
presently  started  the  construction  in  the  southwest 
corridor,  and  the  Orange  Line,  the  existing  one,  will 
be  torn  down  and  a  new  line  be  built,  so  this  is  the 
last  piece  of  elevated  structure  in  the  entire  city. 
I  think  again,  as  a  member  of  the  legislature,  I  have 
an  obligation  to  make  sure  that  this  is  torn  down,  and 
torn  down  as  soon  as  possible.   Thank  you,  very  much, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  very  much.  Representative . 
The  next  speaker  is  the  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Boston, 
the  Honorable  Kevin  White. 

MAYOR  WHITE:   I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
I  thank  you  for  taking  me  out  of  turn. 

It  may  not  be  surprising  to  see  me  here  as 
it  was  to  see  a  Republican  Representative  from  Winchester 
It  might  be  surprising  to  see  us  both  agreeing  on  the 
same  subject,  but  I  am  here  tonight,  and  I'd  like  to 
read  a  prepared  statement  very  briefly  for  the  Committee. 

I'm  here  tonight  obviously  to  testify  that 
in  our  opinion,  locating  the  proposed  Federal  Office 
Building  in  the  North  Station  area  will  produce  great 
benefits  to  the  City  of  Boston  and  to  the  residents  of 
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this  city  over  the  next  two,  even  three  decades. 

One  million  square  feet  of  office  space  will 
permit  the  city  to  attract  more  tenants  to  the  city  where 
currently  the  office  vacancy  rate  in  this  city,  particuari 2 
in  this  area,  is  as  low  as  almost  3  per  cent,  and  the 
construction  of  a  new  Federal  Office  Building  in  the 
North  Station  will  provide,  as  has  been  testified  by 

previous  witnesses,  provide   an  anchor  for  what 
I  think  is  one  of  the  most  ambitious  and  innovative 
development  schemes  that  this  city  has  seen  in  a  long, 
long,  time. 

That  design  was  created,  the  genesis  of  it  was  -^he 
inspiration  of  an  internationally  renowned  architect, 
Mosh^  'SafttLe,and  what  it  does,  as  we  all  know,  I  think, 
at  this  juncture,  hopefully  so,  it  calls  for  literally 
the  rebirth  of  the  North  Station  area,  complete  with 
waterfront  access,  shops  and  new  sports  arena,  hopefully. 
It  is  our  belief  that  the  North  Station  area  provides 
a  sizeable  tract  of  land  for  complimentary  development 
for  the  proposed  Federal  Office  Building  that  no  other 
site,  I  think,  in  the  city,  at  least  so  centrally 
located,  offers,  and  in  addition,  the  site,  obviously, 
as  we  all  know,  is  well  served  by  Mass  Transit.   It  is 
connected  directly  with  the  regional  highway  system 
and  is  close  to  the  city's  business  district  and  other 
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governmental  buildings.  It  would  serve  collaterally  with  ; 

I  would  not  ask  for  the  North  Station  siting 
of  this  building  if  I  thought  honestly  that  it  would 
in  any  way  jeopardize  other  development  projects  any  othej- 
way  or  in  any  other  place  within  the  downtown  area.   I 
know  in  public  discussion  that  there  is  genuinely 
expressed  concern  about  the  lower  Washington  Street  area, 
and  I  want  to  go  on  record  and  speak  as  Mayor  of  this 
city  to  assure  that  lower  Washington  Street  still  holds 
a  major  commitment  for  the  city  in  development,  and 
that's  on  a  current  basis,  not  a  futuristic  one,  and  we 
would  not  develop  North  Station  at  the  expense  of  lower 
Washington  Street. 

The  leadership  and  the  concern  of  the  Chamber 
that  has  been  expressed  to  me  by  them,  my  confidence 
in  the  Chamber,  in  its  representative  capacity,  the 
Retail  Board  of  Trade  and  the  Chinese  community  all  have 
my  genuine  and  unalterable  commitment  and  guarantee  that 
we  will  meet  our  commitment  to  that  area,  but  this  Federa 
Office  Building,  I  think,  is  most  compatible  with  the 
city's  North  Station  plan  and  overall  development  of  the 
city,  and  I  respectfully  recommend  without  reservation 
that  hopefully  you  would  locate  the  Federal  Office 
Building  in  the  North  Station.   Thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTAs   Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr.  Mayor. 
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The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Arthur  Osborne,  President  of 
the  Mass.  State  AFL-CIO.   Mr.  Osborne? 
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MR.  OSBORNE:   The  Massachusetts  State  Labor  Council, 
AFL-CIO  passed  a  resolution  to  endorse  the  North  Station  Area 
for  the  location  of  the  proposed  nev/  Federal  Building.   This 
area  stands  out  as  the  most  feasible  of  all  areas  being  con- 
sidered as  far  as  future  growth  potential  is  concerned. 

The  City  of  Boston's  future  and  that  of  its  peor^le 
would  surely  be  enhanced  by  the  G.S.A.  selecting  the  North 
Station  Area.   I  would  like  to  submit  this  proposal.   Thank 
you. 

MR.  BRETTA:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Osborne.  The 
next  speaker  is  Mr.  Bill  Baynes,  President  of  the  Mass.  State 
Building  Trades.   Mr.  Baynes? 

MR.  BAYNES:   Thank  you,  I>lr.  Bretta.   As  President 
of  the  Massachusetts  Building  Trades,  I  represent  about 
90,000  building  trades  men  in  the  Commonwealth  of  Mass.   Last 
weekend  we  had  our  convention  down  the  Cape,  and  I'll  read 
the  following  resolution  that  was  passed  there.  "The 
Massachusetts  Building  Trade  Council  endorses  and  encourages 
the  G.S.A.  to  seriously  consider  the  North  Station  Area  of 
Boston,  as  their  site  for  the  new  Federal  Building.   The 
North  Station  A.rea  has  the  greatest  potential  for  encouraging 
future  development  in  an  area  that  vitally  needs  it  and  would 
be  in  the  best  interest  of  all  Massachusetts  residents."  This 
passed  unanimous  and  if  we  can  do  anything  to  help  you  pro- 
gress in  this  direction  we  will,  Mr.  Bretta. 
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MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much.   Mr.  Samuel 

"i-MK.iCKISAFULLIi   Mr.  Bretta,  thank  you  very  much 

for  inviting  me  here.   I  am  going  to  talk  just  two  minutes 

Weinmayr 
and  then  give  my  time  to  Mr.  Michael/  who  will  show  you  some 

of  our  plans  which  are  the  same  as  the  BRA.  Most  of  the 

people  who  live  in  the  area  now,  are  in  favor  and  we're  clad 

to  see  after  eighteen  years  nov;  that  Mr.  ikague  is  gone,  that 

the  area  is  being  revitalized.  Vie   want  to  go  on  with  the 

GSA  Building  and  revitalize  some  of  the  housing  that  has  been 

neglected  in  the  passed.   Therefore,  I  thank  you  again  and 

I'll  give  it  over  to  Mr.  Vfeinmayrto  show  you  some  of  our  plans 

t> it  are  the  same  as  the  BRA,  but  just  one  little  bit  of  an 

exclusion.   Thank  you. 

MR .  BRETTA :   I  strongly  recommend ,  -Mr v; Weinmayr-..  in  - 
as  you  stepped  away  from  the  microphone,  if "you  could  Submit 
your  -written. remarks  to  .us;  so;  they  can  be  ttiade  part.^of  the 
record-.  -iThegeneral.  services  would  appreciate  It,  all  ..right? 
Thank  you  very  much.   Mr.  Robert  KycUi,  Director  of  the  Boston 
Redevelopment  Authority. 

MR.  .BXiAl*:  Thank  you,  Jir.  Chairman.   As  the  City's 
Planning  Agency  and  as  the  agency  with  the  primary  responsi- 
bility for  large  scale  renewal  projects,  the  Boston  Redevelop- 
ment Authority  strongly  urges  the  General  Services  A-dministra-- 
tion  to  choose  the  North  Station  Area  as  the  site  for  the 
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new  Federal  Office  Building.   I  v.'ould  like  to  discuss  briefly 
why  the  BRA  has  taken  this  position.   Over  the  past  few 
decades,  Boston  has  virtually  rebuilt  and  revitalized  its 
downtown.   In  the  process,  the  city  has  experienced  remarkable 
economic  growth,  and  the  numerous  benefits  that  accompany 
that  grov7th.   This  era  of  development  in  Boston  resulted  from 
an  imaginative  and  resourceful  use  of  public  investment.   In 
^S9i^®yjSguare  and  in  the  downtown  waterfront,  in  the  Charlestc 
Navy  Yard,  and  now  in  Lafayette  Place,  the  city's  use  of  pub- 
lic money  served  as  a  catalyst  for  private  investment  v;hich 
generates  new  jobs,  increased  tax  revenues,  and  results  in 
physical  improvements,  which  improve  the  quality  of  life  in 
the  city. 

However,  one  part  of  our  downtown  has  lagged  behind 
in  terms  of  growth  and  development.   That  is  the  North 
Station  Area  v;hich  significantly  enough,  is  an  area  where 
there  has  been  little  in  the  way  of  public  investments  and 
even  private  investment  in  the  last  thirty  years.   The  North 
Station  is  only  minutes  av^ay  from  the  Government  Center,  the 
FaneuilHall  Market,  the  revitalized  waterfront,  the  city's 
financial  and  retail  districts,  and  several  other  of  our 
downtown  residential  neighborhoods.   Yet,  North  Station 
today  is  one  part  of  our  downtown  that  looks  almost  exactly 
as  it  did  twenty-five  years  ago.   The  North  Station  Area  has 
great  potential  strengths.   First  among  these  are  the  businesi 
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men  and  the  property  owners  of  that  area,  namely  the  Downtown 
North  Association.   After  meeting  with  the  Downtown  North 
Association,  I  quickly  realized  that  the  city  should  work 
closely  with  this  group  to  improve  the  North  Station  Area. 
It  is  also  apparent  that  any  planning  program  for  the  North 
Station  Area  had  to  encompass  an  area  that  ran  roughly  from 
the  Government  Center  to  the  Leverett  Circle,  and  including 
that  portion  of  the  Charles  River  which  runs  from  the  Museum 
of  Science  to  the  North  End.   As  you  know,  we  asked  the  noted 
architect,  Moshe  Safdie  to  work  with  us  on  a  plan  for  this 
area.   Mr.  Safdie 's  proposed  development  program  is  aimed  at 
transforming  the  North  Station  from  Boston's  back  yard,  to 
one  which  will  house  a  variety  of  commercial  and  residential 
uses.   It  combines  a  rehabilitation  of  existing  buildings 
and  new  construction,  along  with  imaginative  uses  of  the 
area's  riverfront  location. 

The  strength  and  commitment  of  the  Dov/ntown  North 
Association,  the  locational  advantages  of  the  North  Station 
Area,  the  vision  embodied  in  the  Safdie  Plan,  provides  the 
ground  work  for  a  program  of  development  that  could  rank 
among  the  most  important  of  this  city. 

The  one  final  ingredient  is  needed  before  our 
development  program  moves  from  planning  to  action.   That  is 
the  initial  impetus  v/hich  can  be  provided  by  a  significant 
public  investment.   To  locate  the  Federal  Office  Building  in 
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the  North  Station  in  1980  would  produce  the  great  changes 
and  improvements  which  came  about  when  the  federal  government 
in  partnership  with  the  city  of  Boston,  helped  transform 
Scpllay  Square  into  the  new  Government  Center.   In  a  matter 
of  weeks,  the  city  of  Boston  with  the  financial  support  of 
the  Downtown  North  Association,  began  improvements  on  Canal 
Street.   This  represents  the  city's  commitment  to  upgrade 
this  area.   Equally  as  important,  it  represents  the  confidence 
and  commitment  of  the  property  owners  in  th6  area.   The  city 
and  the  private  investors  cannot  afford  the  massive  infusion 
of  public  money  required  to  set  in  motion  our  long  range 
program  of  development.   We  are  convinced  that  an  investment 
on  the  part  of  the  federal  government,  can  generate  the 
changes  needed  in  this  area.   In  this  regard,  I  would  like 
to  cite  President  Carter's  Executive  Order  -for  the  Placement 
of  Federal  Buildings  in  its  requirement  that  serious  consider- ■ 
ation  be  given  to  the  impact  that  a  federal  project  will  have 
on  improving  the  social,  economical,  and  environmental  and 
cultural  conditions  of  an  urban  area. 

Our  recommendation  of  the  North  Station  Area  for 
the  Federal  Office  Building   is  the  most  feasible  and  practi- 
cal way  for  GSA  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  Executive 
Order.   The  General  Services  Administration  has  an  opportun- 
ity to  be  a  catalyst  in  the  realization  of  a  development 
program  that  will  help  the  $400  million  in  private  investment 
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and  rehabilitation  in  this  part  of  the  city.  We  ask  that  you 
join  us  in  helping  to  bring  about  the  change  that  will  benefit 
the  people  of  Boston  and  the  region  as  a  whole.  I  would  just 
like  to  reconfirm/  from  the  BRA  standpoint,  our  commitment 
to  developing  with  the  Retail  Board,  the  Chamber,  Tufts,  the 
Chinese  Community,  a  replacement  strategy  for  the  lower 
Washington  Street  Area.  We  will  apply  all  of  our  city  resour- 
ces and  our  planning  efforts  to  bring  about  and  focus  nev; 
development  in  that  area  of  the  city.   Thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Rys^n^  y   .      i  strongly 
request  the  cooperation  of  everybody  in  the  Hall,  that  there 
be  no  outburst  of  any  type  after  each  speaker  is  finished. 
I  would  appreciate  it  if  we  could  continue  with  that  coopera- 
tion.  Mr.  Charlie  F.  Spillane,  Secretary-Treasurer,  General 
Agent  of  the  Boston  Building  Trades.   Mr.  Spillane? 

MR.  SPILLANE:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.   For  the 
record,  my  name  is  Charles  F.  Spillane,  Secretary-Treasurer 
General  Agent  of  the  Building  Construction  Trades  Council  of 
the  Metropolitan  District.   Our  address  is  120  Boylston  Stree^, 
Boston,  Mass. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a  nvunber  of  our  officers  and 
members  here  this  evening  and  rather  than  take  up  your  valua- 
ble time  for  them  to  speak,  I  vrill  give  you  their  names  for 
the  record.   V7e  have  James  Farmer  from  the  Glazier's  Union 
#1044,  Louis  Mandarini,  Laborer's  Local  #22,  they're  at "215 
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Hanover  Street,  Boston,  MA.   V7e  have  Joseph  Nigro,  Electriciaijs 
Union  -  Local  3103,  Freeport  St.,  Dorchester.   We  have  John 
Hogan  from  the  Painter's  District  Council  #35,  John  Sinunons, 
Painter's  District  Council  #35,  James  Damery,  Painter's 
District  Council  #35,  Freeport  Street,  Dorchester.   Charlie 
Ahl,  Business  Agent  for  the  Plumber's  Union,  Local  #12,  Bostor 
Russell  P.  Campbell,  Vice-President  for  the  State  Council 
AFL-CIO  and  also  Secondary  Treasurer  of  the  Pipefitter's 
Union  Local  #537.   Angelo  Buonopane,  Business  Agent,  Boston 
Cement  Masons  Union,  Local  534.   V?e  have  Ronnie  Barran  from  • 
the  Carpenter's  Union,  Local  67.   Barney  VJalsh,  President  of 
the  Boston  Building  Trades  also  Ilanager  of  Carpenter's  Union, 
Local  67.   We  have  Bob  McNulty,  Carpenter's  Union  Local  67, 
he's  their  Secretary-Treasurer.   We  have  Thomas  H.  Maunsell, 
Carpenter's  Local  67.   Joseph  J.  Gcunbino,  Electricians  Union, 
Local  103.   Joseph  J.  Sheehan,  Electrician's  Union  103. 
William  Keogh,  Pipefitter's  Union,  Local  537.   Thomas  Kerr, 
Pipefitter's  Local  #537. 

Also  this  evening,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  not  only  repre- 
sent trades  men  but  potential  trades  woman,  if  I  may.   This 
evening  Susan  Brophy  is  here  who  is  in  charge  of  our  program 
for  Women  in  Construction.   Those  names  are  for  the  record, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  they  won't  speak.   Maybe  Barney  Walsh  will 
speak,  the  President  of  our  Building  Trades  Council. 

You  know  it's  ten  years  ago  that  Park  Plaza  was  to 
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be  a  reality  and  all  we  got  in  ten  years  \;as  a  name  that  re- 
placed Statler,  it  says  Park  Plaza  Hotel.   We  are  very  much 
in  favor  of  this  building  going  in  the  North  Station  site. 
We  don't  have  to  worry  about  dogs  on  the  Boston  Common,  or 
shadows  on  the  Boston  Common.   V7e  need  the  work  and  as  you 
heard  brother  Baynes.  say,  -we.  passed  the  resolution  over  the 
v;eekend  at  the  Massachusetts  Building  Construction  Trade 
Conference  in  Hyannis,  unanimously  in  favor  of  the  North 
Station  site.   It  appears  to  me  this  evening  from  this  gather- 
ing that  maybe  it  will  be  a  reality,  we  hope.   V7e  definitely 
want  to  get  our  hard  hats  back  into  Boston.   In  the  nev;spaper£ 
it  looks  like  we  have  a  lot  of  work.   We  do  have  a  lot  of  worJ 
on  paper.   We  have  over  650  electricians  working  throughout 
this  nation.   We  have  mechanics  from  all  our  trades,  not  only 
throughout  the  nation,  but  in  sections  of  the  universe.   VJe'd 
like  to  get  them  back,  Mr.  Chairman.   We'd  like  to  get  them 
back  working  here,  we'd  like  to  get  them  back  to  their  fami- 
lies; therefore,  we  unanimously  support  the  North  Station  sitti 
Thank  you  very  much. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much.   Mr.  Barney  Walsh, 
President  of  the  Boston  Building  Trade.   Mr.  Walsh?   Is 
Mr.  Walsh  here?.  .  1- 

Mr.  Jerome  Rappaport,  General  Partner  of . the 
Charles  River  Park.   Mr.  Rappaport?        '  . 

MR.  RAPPAPORT:   Mr.  Bretta,  my  name  is  Jerome 
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Rappaport.   I  am  Managing  General  Partner  of  the  Charles  Rivei 
Park. 

The  Charles  River  Park  consists  of  2300  apartments, 
300,000  feet  of  office  space,  100,000  feet  of  retail  space, 
three  churches,  a  temple,  a  Holiday  Inn,  tennis  courts,  pools, 
3500  parking  spaces,  but  above  all,  on  behalf  of  the  tenants 
of  that  complex  and  of  the  owners  of  that  development,  we 
welcome  the  General  Services  Administration  as  a  neighbor. 

We  are  impressed  by  the  difference  between  this 
first  hearing  in  which  15  sites  were  located  and  tonight. 
We  have  alv;ays  felt  that  the  GSA  locating  in  the  North  Station 
Area,  would  serve  the  interests  of  the  government,  the  federal 
government,  would  serve  the  interest  of  the  city  and  of  the 
Commonv/ealth,  and  represent  that  exciting  potential  of  an 
integrated  expenditure  of  public  and  private  funds.  We   too 
have  been  extraordinarily  impressed  at  the  leadership  of  the 
mayor  and  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  and  the  unity 
of  labor,  the  business  community,  the  real  estate  community, 
and  now  focusing  on  the  North  Station  Area  as  the  site  for 
the  GSA;  and  through  its  location  there,  achieving  the  goals 
of  your  program.   It  is  obvious  that  in  the  transitional 
period,  Charles  River  Park  v/ould  represent  a  place  in  which 
there  would  be  readily  acc^ible  housing,  shopping,  medical 
personnel,  religious  facilities,  recreational  facilities,  and 
parking  for  those  who  will  be  working  in  the  General  Services 
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Building.   I  will  not  reiterate  all  of  the  other  attributes 
which  I  think 'have  been  extraordinarily  well  presented  here 
tonight.   I  will  not  list  the  7,000  tenants  who  would  like  to 
be  recorded  as  being  in  favor  of  your  project.   We  would  like 
to  assure  you  of  two  additional  areas  of  cooperation  which 
may  be  helpful  to  you. 

In  the  event  that  it  is  the  determination  to  locate 
your  project  in  such  a  way  that  v;ould  necessitate  any  reloca- 
tion of  the  40  residential  units  that  are  in-  the  entire  North 
Station  Area;  we  are  prepared  to  offer,  to  accept,  withift  the 
Amy  Love  which  is  our  low  and  moderate  income  building,  any 
of  those  tenants  on  a  priority  basis  and  we'd  do  the  sar>ie 
in  the  other  buildi-ngs. 

In  addition,  it  is  our  intention  to  commence  on  a 
commercial  office  building,  a  commercial  hotfel ,  which  we 
believe  will  also  contribute  and  v/ill  be  immediately  adjacent 
to  your  building  and  which  we  would  hope,  would  contribute 
to  the  functionality  of  that  building.   We  wish  you  well,  and 
we  commend  the  community  on  their  united  stand  now  on  this 
location.   Thank  you. 

MR.   BRETTA:   Thank  yOu,  Mr.  Rappaport. 
Mr.  Robert  Dickinson,   Director  of  the  Labor  Relations 
Association  for  General  Contractors.   \  . 

MR.  DICKINSON:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Bretta.   I'm  here 
tonight  as  Secretary  of  the  Massachusetts  Labor  Management 
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Committee,  which  consists  of  26  Contractor  Associations  and 
17  Building  Trade  Unions.   We  have  a  resolution  that  was 
passed  and  I  submit  it  for  the  record.   To  save  time,  I  will 
not  read  it,  but  as  Bob  Ryan  mentioned  earlier,  there  are 
criteria  the  GSA  uses  in  selecting.   While  I  recognize  that 
legally  you're  not  bound  to  the  same  criteria  that  the 
government  uses  in  selecting  a  ruDAG  Grant,  I  would  think  that 
some  of  the  same  principles  apply  to  selecting  the  North 
Station  site.   The  leverage  that  can  be  provided  in  revitali- 
zing that  area  would  be  tremendous.   One  has  to  merely  look 
behind  this  to  the  development  that  the  Rousse  Company  spon- 
sored when  they  put  work  in  connection  with  the  BRA  into  the 
old  Quincy  Market  Area,  to  see  v/hat  can  happen. 

The  same  thing  can  happen  in  the  North  Station  site, 
with- the  GAS  Building  there  and  the  Committee  is  unanimously 
in  favor  of  that  site.   Thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much.   I'd  like  to  take 
this  opportunity;  standing  in  the  back  of  the  Hall  in  the 
hall  way,  is  the  former  mayor  of  the  city  of  Everett,  and 
presently  the  regional  representative  for  the  Department  of 
Transportation,  George  McCarthy.   George?  Do  you  want  to 
just  come  in  for  a  second?  Mr.  McCarthy  will  be  responsible, 
if  and  when  the  green  line  should  ever  come  down,  to.  grant  us 
the  permits  to  take  them  down  through  the  Department  of 
Transportation.   I  just  want  to  acknowledge  his  presence  here 
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tonight.   Mr.  Maurice  Sayalw.;.  Chairman  of  the  Board,  Charles 
River  Park  Synagogue. 

MR.  SHAPIRO:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  May  I  cor- 
rect something?  What  is  the  name  that  you  gave?  I  didn't 
recognize  it  as  my  name.  ":■':''. 

JIR.  BRETTA:   I  am  sorry  if  I  mispronounced  it.   It's 
pronounced  SAVAL,  is  that  correct?      :;.  : .  'r.    .::. 

MR.  SliAPIRO:   No,  I'm  Frank  Shapiro,  a  little 
different. 

MR.  BRETTA:   It's  nice  to  know  you  Frank,  because 
I  have  Maurice  Saval  dovm  here  and  he  was  going  to  be  the 
next  speaker,  but  go  ahead. 

MR.  SHAPIRO:   Okay,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.   I 
shall  not  belabor  the  arguments  that  have  precedeni  me  in 
favor  of  the  GSA  Building.   In  that  way  the  arguments  were 
presented  and  presented  very  well.   I  just  want  to  say  one 
thing.   I  represent  the  Charles  River  Park  Synagogue.   The 
synagogue  is  the  oldest  synagogue,  the  oldest  orthodox 
synagogue  in  this  area,  almost  a  hundred  years  old.   Recently 
it's  been  rebuilt  and  it's  an  edifice  of  great  beauty  and 
dignity  and  great  warmth.   The  architects  who  designed  it 
have  received  ,award$  for  its  beauty.  A  structure  of  that  sort 
deserves  something  good  and  dignified  as  a  neighbor.   There 
is  no  doubt  that  the  area  as  it  stands  now,  is  not  in  harmony 
with  a  spiritual  edifice  and  one  devoted  to  religion.   I 
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therefore,  Want  to  record  myself  in  behalf  of  the  synagogue, 
as  being  in  favor  of  the  GSA  Building  which  I  am  informed 
will  be  also  a  thing  of  dignity  and  will  harmonize  with  the 
esthetics  of  the  situation.   Therefore,  it  will  be  of  benefit 
to  the  synagogue  if  we  have  a  structure  of  that  sort  and 
reversely  those  of  the  Jev;ish  faith,  who  will  want  some  spir- 
itual nourishment,  will  have  the  synagogue  near  by  even  as 
those  of  the  other  faiths  have  a  Catholic  Church  and  a 
Protestant  Church  near  by.   Please  record  us  as  in  favor  of 
the  GSA  Building  in  the  North  Station  Area. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much  for  your  kind 
remarks.   Joan  V7ood,  President  of  the  Park  Plaza  Civic 
Advisory  Committee. 

MS.  WOOD:   Good  evening,  Mr.  Bretta.   My  name  is 
Joan  Wood.   I  am  President  of  the  Park  Plaza  Civic  Advisory 
Committee,  a  co.alition  of  14  civic,  business,  labor,  and 
community  organizations. 

The  Park  Plaza  Civic  Advisory  Committee  is  pleased 
that  GSA  is  considering  new  alternatives  for  the  location 
of  the  proposed  Federal  office  building  in  Boston.   Over  the 
past  year  and  one  half,  CAC  and  other  community  and  civic 
groups  have  pointed  out  to  you  and  other  federal  officials 
the  totally  unacceptable  adverse  impacts  which  would  result 
from  such  a  structure  on  the  Boylston-Avery  Streets;  site 
across  from  the  Boston  Common  (site  K) .   Our  testimony  of 
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June  25th,  1979/  is  as  relevant  today  as  it  was  nearly  a  year 
ago. 

The  Park  Plaza  Civic  Advisory  Committee  is  respon- 
sible for  the  Park  Plaza  Urban  Renewal  Area,  a  portion  of 
which  is  adjacent  to  site  K.   From  our  perspective,  a  North 
Station  alternative  would  avoid  the  obvious  environmental 
dangers  attendant  to  site  K.   The  traffic  generation  of  the 
new  facility,  particularly  auto  traffic,  can  be  handled 
more  appropriately  at  North  Station.   The  height  needed  to 
accommodajte  a  one  million  square  foot  program  is  available 
there  without  over- shadowing  a  critical  public  space  as  V7ith 
site  K.   The  rejuvenation  of  the  Theater  District  would  not 
be  threatened  by  a  massive  governiTient  office  building  in  its 
midst  and  by  the  type  of  secondary  development  pressures   ;.. 
which  would  ensue. 

Placement  of  the  proposed  building  in  the  North 
Station  vicinity  would  also  provide  the  impetus  for  the 
redevelopment  of  the  area  as  envisioned  by  the  city  and  result 
in  the  upgrading  of  an  entire  area,   the  provision  of  a  sig- 
nificant number  of  construction  and  permanent  jobs,  and  the 
leverage  for  substantial  private  investment.   Such  secondary 
benefits  from  this  major  federal  investment  would  be  far 
greater  with  a  North  Station  location  than  with  any  other 
considered  to  date. 

Finally,  the  choice  of  a  site  which  is  supported  by 
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the  city  and  its  diverse  constituents  will  result  in  more 
rapid  development  than  the  choice  of  one  clouded  by  the  threat 
of  prolonged  controversy.   Thus,  we  urge  GSA  to  take  a  care- 
ful look  at  the  alternative  sites  offered  by  the  city  and  to 
objectively  consider  the  environmental  and  economic  advantages 
they  offer  to  the  city  as  well  as  the  adverse  impacts  which 
would  be  avoided  by  such  a  location. 

Thank  you  for  this  additional  opportunity  for 
public  input  into  a  critical  decision  which  will  affect  the 
entire  city  for  decades  to  come. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much,  Joan. 
Mr.  John  A.  Nycei-i  Director  of  the  Department  of  Community 
Coordination,  Action  for  Boston's  Community  Development,  ABCD 
Mr.    Nucci?- 

MR.  NUCCI:    Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.   For  the 

record,  my  name  is  John  A.  Nuccii,   I  am  the  Director  for 

the  Department  of  Community  Coordination,  of  Action  for  . 

Boston  Corjnunity  Development,  Inc.,  better  known  as  ABCD. 

ABCD  as  you  may  know  is  funded  by  the  Community  Services 

Administration  as  a  community  action  for  the  city  of  Boston 

and  has  been  in  operation  for  over  nineteen  years.   ABCD  is 

recognized  as  Boston's  official  anti-poverty  agency. 

you 
I  would  like  to  present  to/Mr.  Chairman,  some  of 

the  reasons  v/hy  I  feel  the  GSA  should  select  the  proposed 

North  Station  site  for  location  of  the  new  Federal  office 
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building,  rather  than  the  previously  discussed  dov.Titown  sites, 
particularly  the  controversial  Boston  Common  site  also  labeled 
by  GSA  as  site  K.  .^^ 

Allov;  me  to  introduce  you  to  some  general  background 
information  concerning  ABCD.   ADCD  operating  on  a  budget  of 
approximately  $30  million,  manages  a  number  of  programs  for 
residents  from  all  neighborhoods  from  the  city  of  Boston, 
including  Head  Start  classes,  Man-power  training  programs, 
a  community  college  education  program,  and  various  senior 
citizen  and  youth  projects.   In  addition,  ABCD  provides  valu- 
able meeting  space  at  our  offices,  located  downtown  at  17C 
Tremont  Street,  for  community  groups  from  all  sections  of  the 
city  to  come  together  to  discuss  comraon  issues  affecting  them. 
ABCD  also  operates  a  fuel  assistance  program  expected  to  reach 
thousands  of  needy  recipients  in  Boston  and  surrounding 
communities  this  year.   Our  current  dox^mtown  location  affords 
ABCD  the  neutral  turf  needed  for  those  types  of  activities 
to  reach  our  large  constituency  living  in  Boston's  neighbor- 
hoods, which  as  you  know  vary  greatly  in  racial,  ethnic,  and 
social  economic  climate.   As  a  city  V7ide  agency  concerned 
with  the  overall  progress  of  our  city,  however,  ABCD  also 
feels  very  strongly  about  the  future  of  Boston's  valuable 
downtown  space,  and  therefore  V70uld  like  to  point  out  just 
a  few  of  the  many  reasons  why  the  North  Station  Area  would  be 
more  suitable  than  the  downtown  area  for  the  location  of  the 
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building. 

The  North  Station  Area  of  Boston  has  been  a  much 
discussed  area  of  potential  revitalization  for  quite  some 
time.   The  opportunity  for  the  new  Federal  office  building  to 
serve  as  an  important  first  step  in  this  revitalization  is 
most  welcomed.   The  generous  financial  and  administrative 
commitments  being  offered  by  the  city  of  Boston  in  their 
proposal  for  North  Station,  further  illustrate  the  benefit 
to  our  city  in  locating  at  North  Station.   Convenient  access 
to  public  transportation,  closer  proximity  to  other  federal, 
state,  and  local  government  buildings,  the  cooperation  of 
the  city  facilitating  the  development  process,  and  the  strong 
sentiment  of  North  Station  businesses  and  institutions 
welcoming  the  development,  all  strongly  contribute  to  making 
North  Station  the  ideal  space  for  the  new  Federal  office 
building. 

In  contrast,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  negative  aspects  of 
locating  downtovm,  especially  on  site  K,  the  Boston  Common 
site,  are  numerous.   To  locate  dovmtown  would  cause  obvious 
adverse  affects  on  one  of  Boston's  finest  natural  resources, 
the  unique  and  historic  Boston  Common.   This  land  surrounding 
the  Common  has  a  very  high  potential  for  housing,  commercial, 
and  recreational  space,  to  be  utilized  by  residents  of  Boston 
and  visitors  alike,  thereby  contributing  much  needed  revenue 
to  our  city.   The  increased  automobile  and  pedestrian  traffic 
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to  the  already  congested  downtown  area,  caused  by  the  reloca- 
tion of  over  3,000  government  employees,  will  certainly 
adversely  affect  the  theater  district  and  further  contribute 
to  a  nine  to  five  syndrome  which  does  not  stimulate  economy 
in  our  downtown  area  in  any  way.   In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
existing  spector  of  GSA  taking  properties  bordering  the 
Common,  has  delayed  any  significant  investment  in  the  area 
for  quite  some  time.   It  is  ironic,. Mr.  Chairman,  that  an 
initial  motive  for  locating  the  nev;  building  in  the  downtown 
area,  was  to  eliminate  Boston's  combat  zone.   Yet  due  to  the 
historical  significance  of  most  combat  zone  structures,  the 
area  cannot  be  demolished  for  construction  of  the  proposed 
building.   To  locate  the  tower  on  the  periphery  of  the  combat 
zone  will  not  serve  to  satisfy  the  initial  reasoning. 

The  opposition  to  selection  of  the  Boston  Common 
site  has  been  strong  and  vocal,  as  evident  by  testimony  given 
at  previous  hearings  sponsored  by  GSA,  as  well  as  statements 
made  by  various  community  and  preservation  groups  over  the 
recent  months. 

The  city  of  Boston  has  jjrepared  a  comprehensive 
proposal  for  North  Station,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  stronly  urge 
GSA  to  adopt  it  for  the  development  of  the  new  Federal  office 
building.   In  fact,  GSA  itself  has  stated  that  it  is  their 
policy  to  locate  buildings  where  they  can  have  a  major  impact 
on  urban  revitalization  and  enhance  the  quality  of  life. 
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Nowhere  in  the  city  of  Boston,  at  the  present  time,  would 
better  apply  to  that  policy  than  a  North  Station  Area.   Simi- 
larly, Mr.  Chairman,  it  should  be  obvious  that  selection  of 
the  downtown  area,  would  clearly  not  enhance  the  quality  of 
life,  but  rather  would  contribute  to  adversely  affecting  it. 

I  am  truly  greatful  for  this  opportunity  to  voice 
ABCD's  concerns  on  both  the  location  of  the  new  Federal  office 
building  and  the  future  of  Boston's  downtown  district  and 
hope  again,  that  GSA  will  strongly  consider  acceptance  of 
the  city's  proposal  for  North  Station.   Thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  :NuGcr.   ^he 
next  speaker  is  .Gi;^y  -.CouneiHor  John  W,  Sears-  Councillor 
Sears? 

MR.  SEARS:   Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Mayor,  and  Mr.  GEA 
Administrator,  there  are  two  things  that  I  would  like  to  say 
about  this  site  for  this  building.   The  first  is  it's  hassle- 
free  and  I  hear  the  guys  who  want  to  get  started,  v;ant  to 
get  going,  want  jobs,  and  want  to  see  this  thing  built.   A.s 
for  the  hassle  in  other  sites,  for  those  who  think  that  Tufts 
is  tough  and  that  the  neighborhood  and  citizen's  groups  at 
that  part  of  the  city  are  tough,  you  ain't  dealt  with  the 
Chinese  community.   There  are  almost  sure  to  be  difficulties 
at  the  other  sites,  so  in  order  to  get  things  going  and  get 
jobs  for  people  v/ho  need  them  badly  right  Jiow,  I  think  the 
North  .Station  site  is  a  ten  strike.   The  other  thing  I  like 
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about  it  is  that  since  I  started  the  building  of  the  Charles 
River  Dam,  and  worked  to  try  to  extend  the  Charles  River  Bank 
Park,  I  have  been  hoping  that  something  good  would  happen  in 
this  end  of  the  city  so  that  the  sixteen  mile  long  River  Bank 
Park  would  go  down  to  the  new  mouth  of  the  river.   If  we  put 
some  intelligent  federal  office  workers  in  this  building,  thei 
will  begin  working  to  make  sure  that  that  Charles  River  Bank 
remains  a  park  and  that  there '  s  something  hard  by  -,  their 
new  building  for  the  lunch  hour.   Our  best  chance  to  do  right 
by  the  Charles  River  Bank,  also. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much.  Councillor.  Sears. 
Our  next  speaker  is  Ruth  McKay,  Friends  of  the  Boston  Public 
Gardens  and  Common. 

MS.  MCKAY:   I  am  Ruth  McKay,  a  Director  of  the 
Friends  of  the  Public  Garden  and  Corrjnon,  and  Chairman  for  the 
Committe  for  the  Boston  Common. 

At  a  previous  meeting,  this  group  testified  in 
opposition  to  the  selection  of  site  K,  the  corner  of  Boylston 
and  Tremont  Street,  as  a  place  for  a  very  large  Federal  office 
building.   Tonight,  we  reaffirm  our  opposition  to  this  site 
which  borders  on  the  historic  Boston  Common,  the  first  of 
America's  parks  and  the  major  piece  of  open  space  in  a  very 
crowded  urban  area.   This  colossal  structure  of  several 
million  square  feet  would  completely  destroy  the  modest  but 
handsome  architectural  character  of  the  streets  which  surrounc. 
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the  Common.   It  would  have  caused- as  -we',  know  from  previous 
speeches^  cast  a  shadow,  and  create  wind  problems  of  a  major 
quality.   I  only  need  to  add  that  you  will  find  no  trees  or 
bushes  in  front  of  the  Hancock  Tower.   The,  Common  depends 
entirely  on  the  green  of  its  trees  and  its  grass  for  its 
beauty  and  vitality.   A  federal  structure  of  this  size  needs 
to  have  space  in  front  of  it  and  around  it,  such  as  the  City 
Hall:  Plaza  provides  tJJ5=gxSeEt  -for  the  great  buildings,  the 
City  Hall,  the  Kennedy  Building,  and  others Ltbere.   Thousands 
of  people  cannot  come  and  go  three  times  a  day  on  these 
relatively  narrow  pavements  of  Tremont  and  Boylston  Street. 

In  short,  with  that  number  of  people  arriving  and 
leaving  every  day  in  that  crowded  and  rather  modest  corner 
of  the  city,  the  BostoncCoiranpn  as  a  park  would  be  destroyed. 
The  one  very  happy  thought  in  all  of  this  disctission  is  that 
the  building  is  to  be  named  for  our  distinguished  Speaker  of 
the  House,  Tip  O'Neill.  For  that  reason,  we  are  most  anxious 
that  the  building  be  built.   We  urge  upon  you  the  North 
Station  site,  Vhich  has  around  it  the  needed  free  space  for 
the  traffic,  and  human  needs  of  the  many  thousands  of  '.   1 
employees.   However,  we  speak  not  only  for  ourselves,  for  we 
would  indeed  join  with  others  of  a  like  mind  to  fight  the 
site  K  Tremont  and  Boylston  locale  with  every  legal  means  at 
our  disposal.   Thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you.   Cur  next  speaker  is 


IBoy  (State  cRepoziin^  Co. 

BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS 

1430 


Mr.  William  M.  Ships,  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry. 
Mr.  Ships? 

MR.  SHIPS:   Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.   My  name  is 
William  Ships,  I'm  Commisioner  of  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
Industry.   I'm  also  a  member  of  the  Construction  coordinating 
.Cbmmittee.   I  v/ould  like  to  be  recorded  in  favor.-  I  don't 
think  I  need  to  go  into  all  of  the  specifics  of  why  the  North 
Station  is  probably  the  best  proposed  -site;   ,  but  from  my 
standpoint,  it  creates  meaningful  jobs  for  the  people  in  the 
community  as  well  as  for  the  contractors  in  the  general  area. 

We  here  in  Massachusetts  are  reaching  a  point  where 
in  effect,  our  unemployment  rates  show  that  were  do^^m  but  not 
so  in  the  construction  industry.   I  think  this  is  the  type  of 
injection  the  government  is  supposed  to  make  into  the  economic 
wheel  when  certain  segments  of  our  economy  are  on  the  downward 
turn.   I  think  this  is  an  essential  building  that  is  needed 
for  this  particular  area.   It  will  encourage  private  industry 
also  to  make  commitments  to  that  area.   Last  but  not  least, 
it's  the  most  desirable  site  from  a  standpoint  of  not  taking 
people's  homes  away  by  an  ^inent  domain  proceedings.  Most 
of  the  area  is  cleared  and  ready  to  be  developed.   Thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  ver-y much,  sir.   The  next 
speaker  is  Mr.  Bill  Picard,  President  of  tiie  Downtown 
Washington-Tremont  Street  Neighborhood  Association.  ;'.•. 
Mr.  Picard? 
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MR.  PICARD:   Mr.  Bretta.   My  name  is  Bill  Picard 
and  I'm  President  of  the  Downtown  Washington  and  Tremont 
Street  Neighborhood  Association.   I  come  before  you  tonight 
as  I  did  some  ihbnths  ago,  to  testify  about  the  location  of 
the  new  GSA  office  building  in  Boston.   I  indicated  to  you 
when  last  I  spoke  to  this  group  that  we're  as  an  association 
in  the  embryonic  stages  and  quite  frankly,  our  neighborhood 
association  v.'hich  includes  site  A  and  site  K,  had  come 
together  as  a  group  to  consider  v/hether  or  not  we  wanted  a 
Federal  office  building  in  our  neighborhood.   We've  heard 
th^  hard  hats  talk  about  the  need  for  labor,  the  need  for 
more  construction  jobs  in  the  city  of  Boston,  and  as  a  neigh- 
borhood in  Boston,  we  endorse  the  need  for  these  types  of 
jobs  in  the  city. 

I  would  ask  though,  that  all  here  present  think 
about  what  the  job  loss  of  5400  jobs,  which  is  v;hat  we  v;ere 
quoted  in  the  .beginning,  would  mean  to  downtown  Boston.   I 
would  also  ask  that  those  here  present  take  heart  v/ith  the 
concern  for  downtown  Boston  and  v;hat  is  needed  there.   Please, 
by  constructing  the  building  in  North  Station,  don't  take 
all  the  hard  hats  away  from  us.   We  need  to  rebuild  downtown 
Boston.   VJe  hear  and  we  hear  with  a  very  sensitive  ear,  the 
Director  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  his  Honor  the 
Mayor,  and  other  speakers  who  have  come  before  you  tonight 
to  talk  about  relocating  the  GSA  building  in  the  North  Statior 
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Area.   I  have  to  say  to  you  that  the  North  Station  is  okay 
with  us  and  we  endorse  it,  but  please  do  not  ignore  downtov/n 
Boston  and  the  need  for  the  jobs  with  the  expendable  income 
that  will  come  into  the  local  merchants,  who  I  represent  and 
take  a  clear  view  of  the  entire  city  when  you're  considering 
building  federal  structures  in  our  city.   If  in  fact,  the 
new  GSA  building  will  start  redevelopment  in  the  North  Statior 
Area,  the  merchants  and  the  residents  of  dov.'ntown,  v;hole 
heartedly  endorse  that  move.   We  would  ask  for  you  of  the 
GSA  and  for  those  here  present,  not  to  forget  downtown  Boston 
We  had  really  counted  on  the  support  for  our  efforts  to  get 
rid  of  the  combat  zone  and  what  v/as  the  great  white  way  in 
downtown  Boston.   I  think  what  we're  talking  about  here  to- 
night is  you  put  the  responsibility  back  on  those  of  us  v;ho 
live  in  the  neighborhood,  those  of  us  who  own  businesses  in 
the  njsighborhood ,  to  take  on  the  fight  again  on  our  own,  we 
were  counting  on  you  to  come  in  and  join  us  and  help  us  get 
rid  of  the  combat  zone  but  don't  forget  us.   All  the  hard 
hats  that  have  spoken  here  tonight,  don't  go  running  to 
North  Station,  come  on  downtov/n,  we  need  you  there  too. 
VThat  we're  all  about  is  rebuilding  downtown  Boston.   We  don't 
want  to  stop  progress,  we  want  to  be  part  of  it.   In  summary 
I  guess,  v;e  retract  our  statement,  v/e  would  have  loved  to 
have  had  a  monument  to  our  great  Speaker ,  a  man  who ' s  done 
the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  proud,  in  our  midst.   Okay, 
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you  can  have  it  in  the  North  Station,  just  don't  forget  us 

downtown.   Thanks. 

MR,  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much.   The  next  name 

V. 

is  rather  difficult  to  read,  but  the  first  name  is  Alex  it 
like 

looks /icneger  from  Moshe  Safdie  and  Associates. 

MR.  KRIEGER:   My  name  is  Alex  Krieger  and  I  repre- 
sent Moshe  Safdie  and  Associates  of  Boston,  the  urban  design- 
ers for  the  recently  completed  master  plan  for  the  North 
Station  Area.   Mr.  Safdie  has  asked  me  to  read  a  statement 
on  his  behalf. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  connection  with  the  public  hearing 
on  the  site  selection  for  the  GSA  building,  I  would  like  to 
offer  the  following  views. 

There  are  two  central  questions  concerning  the  site 
location  of  the  GSA  building.   The  first,  V7hat  can  the  GSA 
building  do  for  a  particular  area  of  Boston?  The  second,  v/hat 
can  a  specific  area  of  Boston  do  for  the  GSA  building? 

Concerning  the  first  issue,  the  location  of  the 
GSA  building  in  the  North  Station  Area  would  provide  a  cata- 
lyst for  the  rejuvenation  of  the  last  major  underdeveloped 
and  under  utilized  section  of  the  downtown.   The  North  Statior 
currently  remains  without  even  a  hint  of  rejuvenation.   Every 
other  area  of  the  (downtown  has  undergone  massive  redevelopment 
and  there  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that  the  areas  within 
which  alternative  sites  for  the  GSA  building  have  been 
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considered  will  continue  to  develop  and  strengthen  under  the 

impetus  already  existing  in  those  areas.   By  contrast,  the 

only 
GSA  building  in  the  Horth  Station  Area,  would  not/be  an 

enabling  force  in  the  renewal  of  the  area  but  would  also 

speed  the  process  by  as  much  as  a  decade.. 

Concerning  the  second  issue,  the  North  Station  site 
offers  the  GSA  amenities  and  advantages  superior  to  those  of 
the  other  alternative  sites.   It  is  the  largest  of  the  sites 
contemplated  and  once  the  renewal  plan  is  underway,  will  be 
fronted  by  two  major  attractive  urban  boulevards.  With  the 
realization  of  improvements  to  the  river  bank  and  the  canal 
and  the  mixed  use  island,  the  GSA  building  will  also  become 
a  waterfront  site.   It  is  the  only  site  which  readily  offers 
potential  for  expansion  as  space  requirements  increase  in 
the  future.   The  site  is  within  walking  distance  v/ith  the 
other  government  buildings.   It  is  amply  served  by  Mass, 
transit  computer  trains,  and  is  the  entrance  and  exit  points 
of  the  major  arterial  system.  For  all  of  these  reasons,  not 
withstanding  the  fact  that  as  an  urban  designer  of  the  North 
Station  Area,  I  am  a  subjective  voice,  I  wish  to  strongly 
support  and  endorse  the  North  Station  site  for  the  GSA  build- 
ing.  Sincerely,  Hoshe  Safdie.   Thank  you. 

MR.  BRET^A:   Thank  you  very  much.   The  next  speaker 
is  Mr.  Philip  Oddo  from  12  Lomasney  Way.  Mr,  Oddo? 

MR.  ODDO:   Gentlemen,  my  reason  for  being  here  is 
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a  little  personal.   I  lived  in  the  west  end,  when  the  west 
end  was  taken  by  redevelopment  which  was  probably  a  rape  of 
the  land.   Now,  I  owned  a  house  in  the  west  end  eighteen  years 
ago  and  now  I  own  a  house  on  Lomasney  Way,'  .I'm  faced  with 
the  same  situation  that  happened  in  the  west  end  eighteen 
years  ago.  All  I've  heard  people  talk  about  here  is  hov?  its 
going  to  better  the  community,  etc. 

I  think  it's  hog  wash.   All  they  want  here  are  jobs 
The  union  don't  care  where  they  put  this  building,  they  could 
put  it  anywhere,  they  just  want  work.   I  haven't  heard  about 
this  people  living  there  or  the  people  working  there.   There 
hasn't  been  one  trades  man  from  that  area  up  here.   People 
representing  people  but  no  tradesmen.   I  own  a  building  there, 
I  live  there.   There  are  people  living  there  that  are  as 
sensitive  as  any  people  in  this  city.   I  say  this  thing  could 
be  put  into  other  areas.   Downtown  Boston  is  a  cesspool; 
throw  it  over  there,  who  cares?  V7ipe  out  the  combat  zone, 
do  some  good  for  a  change. 

The  elevator  structure  has  been  there  for  twenty 
years;  they've  talked  about  tearing  it  down.   They  just  threw 
a  ton  of  money  into  for  what?  For  two  stops.  Science  Park; 
maybe  three  people  an  hour  get  off.   Cambridge,  two  stops; 
they  could  run  it  with  buses.   Take  that  elevator  down,  the 
area  will  grow  by  itself.   It  happened  in  Charleston,  it  grev; 
by  itself.   The  west  end  is  no  different  than  any  other  area. 
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Th«re  are  people  living  there  and  there  are  people  who  are 
••nsitlvv  to  this  problem. 

I've  heard  of  the  synagogue i  the  synagogue  id  a 
b«autiful  building  but  then  comea  Rappaport  and  sticks  a  five 
story  gsrage  on  top  of  it.   That's  about  as  much  of  a  syna- 
gogue;  they  look  out  into  a  garage,  an  empty  lot.   The  area 
in  front  of  my  building  has  been  empty  for  twenty  years. 
They  just  put  two  towers  out  there,  so  for  twenty  years, 
eighteen  years,  it  was  a  parking  lot.   The  North  Station  area 
is  a  good  area.   It's  an  area  that  can  grow.   Boston  Gardens; 
all  we've  been  hearing  is  they're  going  to  do  it  over.  We've 
heard  that  for  ten  years  and  we'll  hear  it  for  another  ten 
years.   VThat  happened  to  the  South  Station  project?  There 
is  area  around  there  for  this  GSA  building. 

I  have  a  few  notes  here  but  I  can't  even  go  by  them 
The  hospital  was  up  here  talking;   they  own  a  third  of  the 
west  end.   Sure  they're  happy  over  there  at  the  Rehabilitation 
Center.   V7e  want  to  be  happy  too,  we  live  there.   The  hospita- 
owns  most  of  Fruit  Street,  Aliens  Street,  Blossom  Street; 
they're  talking  about  taking  over  the  Holiday  Inn,  put  anothei 
hotel  down  the  other  area.   Nhat  happened  to  the  Madison, 
that  hotel  went  out  of  area.   There's  a  parking  lot  right 
next  to  it.   Build'  the  Madison  up;  there  !■  plenty  of  land 
there  to  be  done  over  without  moving  peopl*  out.   I  haven't 
heard  anybody  say  how  they're  going  to  pay  us  for  our  build- 
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ings.   The  same  as  the  west  end,  give,  us /dollar,  we  pay  rent? 
That's  what  happened,  feoroeone  -  here  must  remember  the  west 
end?  You  gave  them  a  dollar,  they  owned  the  building,  one 
dollar  bill.   Then  we  had  to  pay  rent  for  a,  year,  then  they 
threw  us  out  on  our  ass  and  there  was  no  place  to  go.   Now 
they're  saying  the  same  things  is  going  to  happen  again.   I 
say  the  hell  with  this  area  and  put  it  some  f>lace  else. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you.   It  looks  like  Thomas  Galvir 
Js  it?  rir.  Galvin? 

MR.  GALVIN:   Yes,  I  am  resident  of  14  Lomasney  Way, 
:MrV-;Chairinan.' ..:■■:,   I  bought  that  property  about  five  or 
eight  years  ago.   I  got  driven  out  of  Roxbury  for  reasons 
being  known  to  everyone  here.   My  house  was  burned  down  and 
I  moved  to  the  South  Shore.   I  am  an  employee  of  the  city  of 
Boston,  I  work  in _ the  downtown  area,  so  I  bought  a  building, 
two  buildings  in  the  west  end  and  redeveloped  them  myself. 
I  have  six  tenants  in  my  tv/o  buildings.   They  are  very  happy, 
they  pay  moderate  rent  and  I  am  happy  there.   I  can  walk  to 
work,  I  get  away  with  one  of  my  cars  and  its  a  nice  neighbor- 
hood.  I  know  everyone  on  the  street  and  the  street  behind 
me.   I  would  like  to  put  more  money  into  my  building  but  v/e 
are  blighted  by  the  MBTA.   These  labor  unions  that  got  up 
here  and  talked  about  no  eminent  domain;   I  know  the  other 
three  areas  that  were  considered  by  the  GSA.   One  is  church 
green  and  it's  just  an  abandoned  building  across  from  Blue 
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1  Cross  and  Blue  Shield.   Some  are  on  Bedford  Street,  there's 

2  two  bars  on  the  bottom  floor.   There's  nobody  going  to  be 

3  put  out  of  homes.   Up  on  Tremont  Street  across  from  Beacon 

4  Hill,  you  got  objections  from  the  people  across  from  the 

5  Commons.   Those  are  all  blighted  buildings,  there's  no  resi- 
g   dents  living  in  any  of  those  buildings. 

7  The  drive  is  to  bring  people  back  into  the  city  and 

g    I  moved  back  into  the  city.   I  moved  to  Weymouth  and  I'm 
9   making  my  home  back  in  the  city  so  I  can  walk  to  v/ork.   I'm 

a  police  officer,  I  work  right  up  around  the  corner  on  Sudbury 
Street.   I'm  proud  of  my  job  and  I  can  walk  to  work. 

I  like  that  area  down  there  and  I  think  a  lot  can 
be  done  with  it  without  taking  our  homes.   There  is  probably 
50-75  people  here  living  in  that  area  and  in  tlie  other  three 
areas  that  you  considered  first,  Idon't  believe  there's  going 
to  be  any  residents  taken  by  eminent  domain.   That's  all, 
I'lr.  Chairman. 

I-IR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Galvin. 
Mr.  Raymond  Puppa,  33  Billerica  Street? 

MR.  PUPPA:   Yes,  Raymond  J.  Puppa,  33  Billerica 
Street.   I  am  a  resident  and  a  tax  payer. 

I  hope  you  take  a  close  look  at  the  plans  our 
architect  made  up  for  you  because  it  will  not  destroy  our 
homes.   You  people  took  it  once;  they  took  our  homes  away 
from  us  once  and  we  don't  want  to  lose  them  again.   There's 


IBau  cState  cReftoztin^  Co. 

BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS 

I439 


■■■■■■■nmiHllUHIIinrn|i]" 

no  reason  why  you  can't  build  around  us  and  leave  us  alone. 
That's  all  I've  got  to  say, 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  muchu   The  record  shows 
that  that  was  the  last  speaker  to  have  signed  up  on  our 
register.   However,  the  Chair  v/ill  entertain  for  another 
additional  five  minutes,   anyone  else  who  has  not  signed  up 
and  v/ould  like  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.   Is  there  anyone 
in  the  hall?,  Yes. 

VJould  you  please  state  your  name  and  any  affiliatior 
and  your  address? 

MR.  DEACON:   My  name  is  John  Deacon  and  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Arborway  Committe  in  Jamaica  Plain.  We're  a 
local  community  based  organization  that  for  about  the  past 
eight  years  have  been  dealing  with  the  authority  and  the  city 
of  Boston  trying  to  improve  transit  conditions  in  the  Arborway 
corridor. 

During  this  whole  hearing  tonight,  I  have  heard 
very  little  emphasis  placed  on  the  restoration  of  service 
between  North  Station  and  Lechmere  if  the  rviaduct  is  taken 
down.  To  a  lot  of  people;  a  lot  of  people  have  the  perceptioi 
of  the  -  Viaduct  as  basically  being  a  blighting  influence. 
I'm  not  here  to  dispute  that.   I  am  here,  however,  to  state 
that  it  does  a  carry  a  great  niimber  of  people  and  is  a  very 
important  transportation  ■;  link  between  the  Lechmere, 
Cambridge,  Somerville,  neighborhoods  and  the  city  of  Boston. 
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To  do  away  with  that  transportation  link  at  this 
point  in  time,  would  be  Xool hardy..  ..   If  replacement  service 
is  provided,  not  by  buses,  but  with  a  grade  separated  service 
equal  to  or  better  'than -the  present  gree!ri±ine. viaduct,'  then 
the  whole  city  of  Boston  and  all  transit  riders  xn   the 
Metropolitan  area,  would  benefit.   To  force  people  to  ride 
in  buses  from  Lechmere  into  Boston  with  today's  traffic 
conditions  is  intolerable.   To  force  people  to  ride  ; 
tu  1 1  Lift  buses,  given  the  projected  traffic  into  the  area 
after  the  BRA  plans  are  accomplished  and  if  the  GSA  builds 
a  large  office  building  in  the  area,  is  intolerable.   This 
will  destroy  a  very,  very  effective  transit  link.   Thank  you. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much.   Yes,  come  up. 

MR.  ;CRI:SAFULLJi:   Mr.  Bretta,  gentlemen.   I  know 
the  hour  is  late  and  I  will  be  very  brief.   My  name  is 
Joseph  Cri'saf ujli  and  I  am  a  resident  of  11  Billerica  Street 
in  Boston.   For  the  past  sixteen  years  I  have  been  a  resident 
there  on  Billerica  Street  and  prior  to  that  time  "2^4  Minot 
Street  which  is  partly  located  in  site  1.   I  am  a  graduate 
of  Suffolk  University  which  is  just  up  on  the  hill,  I  gradu- 
ated from  Christopher  Columbus  High  School,  so  I  have  a  very 
good  working  knowledge  of  the  working  area  and  the  site  in 
question. 

I  just  want  to  make  one  point  that  is  pertinent  to 
this  kind  of  land  taking,  architectural  studies,  surveys,  and 
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the  like.   One  of  the  things  that  I  do  find  in  the  many 
studies  that  have  been  issued  over  the  years  about  the  North 
Station  Area,  is  that  we  find  that  the  housings  are  always 
categorized  as  poor,  fair,  or  delapitated.   The  question  is 
always  one  that  these  buildings  are  obsolescent.   The  word 
is  very  well  used  and  l>andied  about.   I  must  focus  your 
attention  to  the  fact  that  this  type  of  thinking  is  one  which 
reflects  middle  class  and  middle  class  income.   What  is 
excellent  for  the  people  who  live  there  now  is  delapitated 
conditions  for  those  who  do  not  live  there.   I  would  like  to 
bring  to  your  attention;  in  our  fair  city  of  Washington,  D.C. 
many  years  ago,  Georgetov/n  redevelopment  area.   If  anyone 
ever  wants  to  compare  the  conditions  of  those  ancient  dwel- 
lings, those  dwellings  of  an  older  vintage;  you'll  find  that 
the  tenemants  that  are  now  standing  on  Billerica  Street, 
Lomasney  Way,  are  in  far  better  condition  than  those  in  our 
fair  city  of  Washington,  D.C,  that  Georgetown  development. 
Any  comparison  at  this  present  time,  naturally  is  not,  cannot 
be  made  but  the  opportunity  of  the  people  in  the  community 
to  be  sure  of  a  plan  which  has  them  in  mind  will  succeed. 

Building  one  building  GSA  or  whatever  will  not,  if, 
if,  if  it  does  not  take  in  the  needs  of  the  people  in  that 
area,  the  human  factor  should  be  forgotten  and  we  are  left 
with  no  human  resources.   It's  people  that  make  a  city. 
Thank  you. 
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MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you  very  much.   Yes,  m'am.  Go 
ahead. 

MS.  CODY:  My  name  is  EjLleenCody/  I  am  a  resident 
of  33  Billerica  Street.   There  has  been  some  mention  of  the 
area  being  a  blighted  area.   It  takes  us  weeks  to  get  a  pot 
hole  filled,  days  before  lights  that  have  been  out  on  the 
street  which  make  it  unsafe,  are  done  anything  about  at  all, 
The  insurances  that  Mr.  Rappaport  gave  us  that  we'll  be 
relocated,  virtually  the  hundred  people  that  live  there  to 
the  Amy  Love  House  are  a  joke.   It  takes  a  political  favor 
to  get  in  there. 

MR.  BRETTA:   Thank  you,  Ms.  Cody.   Last  call, 
anyone  else;   Now  let  the  record  show  that  the  meeting 
adjourned  at  9:04  p.m. 
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RIIPORT  NUMBER:   PMA-77104 


Report  Of  Building  Project  SuTvoy 
Under  The  Public  f^uildings  Act  of  1959,  As  Arr^ended 
Eioston,  Massachusetts 


I.   INTRODUCTION: 

In  accordance  with  a  resolu-tion  adopted  on  September  22,  1977,  by  the 
Committee  on  Public  V/orks  and  Transportation  of  the  House  o^  Repre- 
senlatives,  the  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  has  investigated 
the  feasibility  and  need  for  construction  of  a  Federal  building  in 
Boston,  Massachusetts. 

2.   SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS: 


As  a  result  of  a  comprehensive  survey  of  the  existing  Federal  space 
situation,  we  have  determined  that  a  Federal  Office  Building  is  needed  to 
consolidate  and  provide  adequate  space  to  satisfy  the  long-range  housing 
requirements  of  Federal  activities  now  scattered  throughout  the  community. 
This  facility  should  be  provided  either  by  Federal  construction  or  a  com- 
bination of  cpnstruction  and  acquisition  and  renovation  of  an  historically, 
architecturally  or  culturally  significant  building, 

A.  Description  of  Proposed  Project 

■•       '     Gross  Sq.  Ft.   Occupiable  Sq .  Ft. 
Federal  Of f ice  Bui  I  ding  960,380  638,050 

B.  Estimated  Cost 


Site  and  relocation $  7,005,000 

Design  and  review 4,864,000 

Construction  (October  1979) 60,501,000 

Management  and  inspection 2,828,000 

Total  Estimated  Maximum  Cost $75,198,000 

3.   FINDINGS: 

A.  Connmunity  Data 

Boston  Is  the  capital  of  the  State  of  Massachusetts  and  the  seat  of  Suffolk 
County.   It  is  located  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  state  on  the  Atlantic 
coast.  The. city  itself  is  the  largest  in  New  England  and  the  metropolitan 
area  Is  the  fifth  largest  in  the  Nation  with  a  population  of  about  2.9 
ml  1 1  ion. 
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•    REPORT  NUMDEf^:      Pf4A-77l04- 
3.     FiNDJNGS:      (Cont'd) 

A.  Community  Data      (Cont'd) 

Known  as  "The  Hub  of  the  Universe",  Boston  is  the   home  of  renowned  insti- 
tutions of  culture,  education,  medicine,  research,  and  technology.   It  is. 
the  focus  of  regional  cornnerco,  finance,  tranr.portation,  wholesale  and 
retail  trade,  and  service  activity.   Fishing,  printing,  and  publishing  are 
among  the  city's  oldest  thriving  industries.  Rich  in  American  history 
and  tradition,  Boston  is  now  a  center  of  tourism. 

B,  Present  Federal  Space  Inventory 

The  Government  controls  about  7.4  million  square  feet  of  space  in  Boston. 
Most  of  the  10,000  Federal  employees  are   housed  in  about  1/4  of  this  total 
or  approximately  1.9  million  square  feet  of  general  purpose  space.  The  re- 
maining 5.5  million  square  feet  is  maintained  to  provide  for  special  purpose 
or  location  requirements  of  Federal  agencies.  A  detailed  inventory  is 
attached  as  Exhibit  A. 

(I)  General  Purpose  Space 

(a)  Government-owned 

Five  federally  owned  buildings  provide  about  1.3  million  square  feet  of  space. 

I .  U.S.  Custom  House 

The  oldest  Federal  building  in  Boston,  the  Custom  House  was  built  In  1874. 
The  impressive  ciocl<  tower  was  added  in  1915.   It  is  a  local  landmark  which 
Is  located  in  a  district  of  the  city  listed  in  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  With  a  total  occupiable  area  of  about  52,000  square  feet, 
this  Is  the  smallest  general  purpose  Government-owned  building.   It  is 
utilized  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

2.  John  Fitzgerald  Kennedy  Federal  Building 

Constructed  in  1966,  this  twin  tower  high-rise  Is  the  newest  Federal 
facility  and  is  a  part  of  the  Boston  Government  Center  complex.   It  is  the 
largest  Federal  building  containing  about  668,000  square  feet,  occupied 
primarily  by  regional  headquarters  of  socioeconomic  agencies.   It  is  in  good 
condition  and  is  fully  utilized. 

3.  John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 

Constructed  in  1933,  this  22-story  building  is  located  in  the  heart  of  Boston's 

financial  district.   It  contains  a  total  of  about  391,000  square  feet,  a  small 

amounf  of  which  is  vacant  and  is  being  renovated  for  agency  expansion.  The 

McCormack  Building  is  generally  in  good  condition  but  it  is  In  need  of  repairs 
and  al teral ions  pr imari ly  to  conserve  the  consumption  of  energy. 
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REPORT  NUMBF.R:  PMA-77I04 
3.  FINDIN'GS;   (Cont'd) 

B.  Present  Federal  Space  Inventory  (Cont'd) 
(I)  General  Purpose  Space  (Osnt'd) 
(a)  Cover nmont-owned  (Cont'd) 

3.  John.-V/.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse   (Cont'd) 

The  primary  occupants  are  the  U.S.  Courts  and  related  activities,  the 
United  States  Postal  Service  (USPS),  and  GSA.  The  USPS  occupies  about 
111,000  square  feet  of  space,  most  of  which  they  plan  to  vacate  when  they 
relocate  to  the  South  Postal  Annex  within  the  next  3  years.  At  the  present 
time,  there  are  ten  District  Courtrooms,  and  nine  judges.  With  the  excep- 
tion of  one  small  courtroom  utilized  by  itinerant  judges,  the  courtrooms 
are  adequate  in  size  and  quality.  However,  the  Omnibus  Judgeship  Bill, 
now  before  Congress  for  approval,  recommends  the  appointment  of  four  more 
Judges  to  the  Boston  district  and  the  Administrative  Office  of  the  U.S. 
Courts  has  requested  that  four  additional  District  Courtrooms  be  provided 
upon  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  requirement  for  the  expansion  of  the  U.S.  Courts.will  be  satisfied  at 
the  J.W.  McCormack  Building  where  they  are  now  located  by  altering  the 
space  vacated  by  the  USPS.  Additionally,  the  implementation  of  energy 
conservation  measures  and  other  necessary  repairs  will  ensure  long-term 
occupancy  of  this  -bui Iding.  This  facility  will  provide  391,000  square 
feet  of  space  for  courts  and  other  agencies  and  is  more  economical  than 
new  construction  or  leasing  the  same  amount  of  space. 

4.  U.S.  Appraisers  Stores 

Constructed  In  1918,  this  building  was  designed  as  a  docking  facility  and 
warehouse  on  the  Boston  harbor.   In  its  present  condition,  the  Appraisers 
Stores  is  not  suitable  for  utilization  as  general  purpose  office  space. 
A  prospectus  proposing  necessary  repair's  and  alterations  for  conversion  to 
modern  space  was  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  August  II,  1977.  Completion 
of  the  recommended  work  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $4,010,000  will  result  in 
approximately  110,000  square  feet  of  modern  general  purpose  office  space. 

5.  Veterans  Administration  Outpatient  Clinic 

Acquired  by  the  Government  in  1948,  this  former  bank  building  was  converted 
Into  a  VA  Clinic  for  outpatients.  Almost  70  years  old,  this  facility  contains 
about  81,000  square  feet. 
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REPORT  NUMBER:  PMA-77104 
3.  FINDINGS;   (Cont'd) 

B.  Present  Federal  Space  Inventory  (Cont'd) 

(1)  Genera!  Purpose  Space  (Cont'd) 

(b)  Leased  Space 

V/hlle  Governrrient-owned  buildings  provide  most  of  the  general  purpose  space 
needs,  they  are  not  sufficient  to  accommodate  all  Federal  agencies.  To 
supplement  this  space,  GSA  leases  approximately  565,000  square  feet  of  space 
at  an  annual  rental  cost  of  about  $4.4  million. 

Leased  space  is  scattered  throughout  Boston  In  18  buildings,  two  of  which 
are  outside  the  central  business  district.  This  dispersion  in  numerous 
buildings  affects  operating  efficiencyj  produces  excessive  administrative 
costs  and  is  inconvenient  to  the  public.   In  addition,  about  174,000  square 
feet  or  30  percent  of  the  total  space  is  second  class  quality  providing 
Inadequate  housing  for  long-term  use.  This  general  purpose  leased  space 
should  be  replaced  by  a  single  efficient,  convenient  location.  Special 
requirements  of  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  and  Department  of 
Defense  (DOD)  are  provided  in  satisfactory  leased  locations.  The  DOD 
recruiters  prefer  to  retain  small  offices  in  leased  locations  having  high 
public  visibility  which  contributes  to  the  performance  of  their  programs 
and  mission.  The  building  at  585  Commercial  Street  was  designed  and  con- 
structed to  satisfy  the  FDA's  special  requirements  for  laboratory,  office, 
and  warehouse  space.  This  facility  has  been  leased  by  GSA  since  September 
1963.  These  facilities  will  be  retained.  Also,  agencies  from  three  leased 
locations  will  be  relocated  to  the  Appraisers  Stores  when  that  facility  is 
renovated. 

(2)  Special  Purpose  Space 

Over  5  million  square  feet  of  space  Is  maintained  and  controlled  by  various 
Federal  agencies  to  satisfy  their  special  purpose  or  location  requirements. 
This  space  was  reviewed  in  the  comprehensive  housing  survey.  However,  It 
Is  not  included  In  the  recommendations  of  this  report  which  are  concerned 
with  providing  general  purpose  space. 

Government-owned  special  purpose  or  location  facilities  Include  the  GSA 
motorpool,  two  VA  hospitals,  a  U.S.  Public  Health  Service  Hospital,  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  Base,  the  Back  Bay  and  South  Postal  Annexes,  and  the  newly 
acquired  National  Park  Service  Building.   In  addition,  the  DOD  controls  the 
Fargo  Building  and  the  Boston  Army  Base.  Approximately  40,000  square  feet 
of  special  purpose  space  Is  leased,  housing  six  agencies. 
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4.  'alternative  solutions  to  HOUSINGi  • 

A.  Utilization  of  Govfrnment-ownei^ Hul Idlnqs 

Th«  Government-owned  general  purpose  buildings  do   not  Mtisfy  all  of  the 
F*4dral  space  requirements  In  Boston.  B«caus«  of  phy»l««l,  structural, 
or  site  limitations,  none  can  bo  expanded  to  provlda  ikm   •iiitlonal  space 
r»quired  to  consolidate  a^ooclfts  now  In  leased  space.  TIm  retention  and 
utilization  of  these  facilities  can  continue  to  provide  cost-effect iv« 
housing  for  most  agencies  for  the  foreseeable  future,  but  mu%i   be  supple- 
mented by  additional  space, 

B.  Acquisition  of  Existing  BuIldlnQg 

As  a  solution  to  the  consolidation  of  agencies  now  in  leased  space,  we 
have  considered  the  possibility  of  acquiring  a  privately  owned  building 
being  offered  for  sale.  Our  survey  Indicated  that  several  buildings  were 
available  in  the  downtown  area  Including  the  old  Federal  Reserve  Bank. 
However,  none  v/as  found  to  be  sufficient  in  size  to  house  all  agencies 
.new  in  leased  space.  Therefore,  this  alternative  was  not  found  to  be 
feasible.  •       * 

C.  Acquisition  of  Leased  Spacy 

Leasing  Is  not  considered  a  feasible  alternative  to  solvinf  the  housing 
needs  for  the  following  reasons: 

(1)  Present  leased  locations  ere  dispersed  and  the  quality  of 
some  is  poor. 

V 

(2)  Sufficient  suitable  space  Is  not  available  for  lease  at  one 
location  to  consolidate  these  agencjes. 

(3)  As  leases  are  renewed  or  additional  space  Is  acquired,  rental 
rates  Increase.  A  present  value  analysis  of  lease  costs,  which  includes 
consideration  for  escalating  rents.  Indicates  that  leasing  Is  more  costly 
tlian  construction.  Over  the  long  term,  total  actual  rental  cosfs  would 
substantially  exceed  the  Investment  required  to  provide  equivalent  space. 
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4.  ALTERNATIVE  SOLUTIONS  TO  HOUSING:  .(Cont'd) 

D.  Construction  of  a  Government-owned  Building 

Construction  of  a  new  Federal  office  building  will  satisfy  the  need  for 
consolidation  space  for  agencies  now  housed  in  15  leased  locations.   A 
new  Federal  facility  will  be  designed  to  ensure  that  agency  space  Is 
adequate  with  respect  to  quality,  provisions  for  handicapped  persons, 
firesafety  features,  efficient  office  space  utilization,  energy  con- 
servation, and  parking  for  Government  vehicles.  Consolidation  will 
improve  agency  operations,  provide  a  centralized  location  for  the  public 
the  Government  serves,  enable  more  effective  measures  for  Federal  pro- 
tection services  and  facilitate  management  and  operation  of  the  space 
Inventory.   In  conformance  to  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act 
of  1976,  a  new  facility  will  be  designed  to  encourage  public  access  and 
to  provide  multi-purpose  space  which  can  be  utilized  for  community, 
cultural,  educational,  or  recreational  activities.   In  addition,  continu- 
ally increasing  annual  expenditures  for  leased  space  can  be  eliminated. 
Finally,  if  located  in  one  of  the  downtown  redevelopment  areas,  this  project 
will  help  to  stabilize  the  Boston  central  business  district  and  would  be 
a  stimulus  to  local  commercial  activity. 

We  have  also  analyzed  other  construction  alternatives,  but  none  was  found 
to  be  as  cost-effective  as  the  proposed  solution.  V/e  considered  the  possi- 
bility of  constructing  a  new  Federal  Office  Building-Courthouse  to  con- 
solidate agencies  now  in  leased  space  and  to  provide  for  the  entire  require- 
ments of  the  U.S.  Courts.  Additionally,  we  studied  the  possibility  of  con- 
structing a  building  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  U.S.  Courts  and  leasing 
space  for  other  agencies.  Under  these  two  proposals,  the  J.W.  McCormack 
Building  would  be  converted  to  office  space  for  the  exclusive  use  of  non- 
court  agencies.  These  alternatives  were  all  found  to  be  more  costly  because 
new  court  space  is  more  expensive  than  continued  utilization  of  existing 
courtrooms  in  the  J.W.  McCormack  Building  supplemented  by  conversion  of 
vacant  postal  space  to  additional  courtrooms. 

(I)  Approximate  Areas 

Bui  Id  I ng  Area 

Gross  Square  Feet   Occupiable  Square  Feet 

•  960,380  638,050 

Minimum  Site  Size 

55,000  sq.  ft.    .  ■;    ■ 


U51 


REPORT  NUMBER:   PMA-7710; 
4.  ALTERNATIVE  SOLUTIONS  TO  HOUSING;   (Cont'd) 

D.  Construction  of  a  Government-ownod  Building  (Cont'd) 

(2)  Estimated  Cost 

Site  and  relocation $  7,005,000 

Design  and  review 4,864,000 

Construction    (October   r979) 60,501,000 

Management  and    inspection 2,828,000 

Iota  I $75,198, 000^ 

*NOTE;   If  the  construction  Is  delayed  beyond  October  1979,  it  is  estimated 
that,  based  on  current  inflation  factors,  the  project  will  increase  as 
fol lows: 

Construction  Contract  Av/ard 

10/80 10/81 10/82 10/83 

Total  Cost     $79,293,000      $83,386,000    $87,481,000   $91,574,000 

E.  Acquisition  of  Historically,  Architecturally,  or  Culturally 
Significant  Buildings 

In  compliance  with  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  of  1976 
(P.L.  94-541),  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  was  requested 
to  identify  any  existing  buildings  in  this  cominunity  that  (1)  are  of  his- 
torical, architectural,  or  cultural  significance  and  (2)  would  be  suitable, 
whether  or  not  in  need  of  repair,  alteration  or  addition,  for  acquisition  or 
purchase  to  meet  the  public  building  needs  of  the  Federal  Government.  The 
Council  has  furnished  GSA  with  its  preliminary  findings  which  concluded  that 
there  are  a  number  of  properties  In  the  Boston  central  business  district  thai- 
meet  the  test  of  significance  and  which  appear  to  be  available  for  possible 
Federal  acquisition  and  use.  However,  no  combination  of  buildings  in  rea- 
sonably close  proximity  to  one  another  can  provide  the  complete  amount  of 
space  required  by  GSA  to  consolidate  Federal  activities.  Therefore,  the 
Ckjuncll  has  suggested  that  the  potential  buildings  may  be  included  as  a  part 
of  a  total  project  which  would  consist  of  a  combination  of  acquisition  and 
renovation  and  new  construction. 

In  the  development  of  the  proposed  facility  to  consolidate  agencies,  GSA 
will  consider  the  feasibility  of  fhe  recommendations  of  the  Council  provided 
the  total  project  cost  does  not  significantly  exceed  the  cost  of  new  con- 
struction contained  in  this  report. 
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REPORT  NUMBER:-  f^MA-77104 

5.  CURRENT  IIOUSIMG  COSTS;  .    ' 

For  agencies  to  be  housed  In  the  proposed  Federal  Office  Building 

Area  Square  Feet     Annual  Cost 

leased  Space 
Rent  436,525         $  3,500,312 

Government-owned  Space 
Operation,  Maintenance 
and  Upl<eep  Costs  14,613  57.220 

Total  $  3,557,532 

6.  PROPOSED  SPACE  PLAN  FOR  HOUSING  FEDERAL  AGENCIES: 

A  comprehensive  plan  for  housing  Federal  agencies  In  this  locality  is 
attached  (Exhibit  A).  Upon  completion  of  construction,  assignment  and 
reassignment  of  space  will  be  made  In  accordance  with  existing  law. 

7.  PRESENT  VALUE  ANALYSIS  AND  OTHER  SUPPORT  DATA: 
See  attached  Exhibits. 

8.  STATEMENT  OF  NEED: 

It  has  been  determined  that  (I)  the  space  needs  of  the  Federal  Government 
In  this  area  cannot  be  satisfied  by  utilization  of  existing  suitable  property 
now  owned  by  the  Government,  (2)  suitable  rental  space  Is  not  available  for 
a  price  commensurate  with  that  to  be  afforded  through  the  proposed  action, 
and  (3)  the  most  feasible  means  of  housing  agencies  in  this  community  is  by 
acquisition  of  a  new  Federal  Office  Building  to  be  provided  either  by  Federal 
construction  or  a  combination  of  construction  and  acquisition  and  renovation 
of  an  historically,  architecturally  or  culturally  significant  building. 


Submitted  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on    fiPR  I  /^!^>8 


Recommended : 


Approved: 


Commissi  oner, J  Public  Buildings  Service 
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.  •.         •  EXHIBIT  C 

BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS 

I.  PLANNING  COOROINATION 

As  required  by  the-  intergovernmon+al  Cooperation  Act  of  1968  (P.L.  90-577'^ 
and  Executive  Order  11512,  the  development  of  this  proposed  project  has 
been  coordinated  with  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies.   It  has  been 
found  to  be  compatible  with-- other  plans  and  v/ou!d  have  a  positive  impact 
on  the  local  community  deveJopment  and  economy;  The  consolidation  of  the 
majority  of  goverrcrieriic.;  aciiviiiet.  ai  one  lucdnon  would  TaciliTate 
delivery  of  Federal  public  service  programs  to  local  governments,  as  well 
as  provide  better  and  more  efficient  service  to  the  public. 

11.   STANDARD  LEVEL  USER  CHARGE  (SLUC)  RATES 

The  following  rates  are  applicable  for  Fiscal  Year  1979.  They  will  be 
adjusted  In  accordance  with  comparable  commercial  rates  prevailing  at  the 
time  the  proposed  project  Is  completed. 

Rate  Per  Square  Foot 

Court  Space  1 1 .45 

Office  Space  9.51 


Inside  Parking  2.92 


III.  HOUSING 


In  accordance  with  Executive  Order  1 1512  and  the  DHUD/GSA  Memorandum  of 
Understanding,  this  project  is  being  coordinated  between  these  two  agencies, 

IV.  CONSIDERATION  UNDER  THE  RURAL  DEVELOPMENT  ACT  OF  1972  (P.L.  92-419) 

As  required  under  this  Act,  first  priority  consideration  has  been  given 
for  the  location  of  this  facility  in  rural  areas  as  defined  In  the  private 
business  enterprise  exception  In  Section  206(a)(7)  of  the  Consolidated 
Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of  1961,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  1926).   It 
has  been  determined  that  the  functions  of  the  courts  and  of  the  Federal 
agencies  to  be  housed  present  overwhelming  reasons  that  this  facility  not 
be  located  in  a  rural  area. 

V.   ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSIDERATIONS  •      • 


All  environmental  factors  have  been  considered  In  order  to  comply  strictly 
with  the  purposes  and  Intent' of  Executive  Order  1 1514,  Protection  and 
Enhancement  of  Environmental  Quality,  and  with  the  requirements  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (P.L.  91-190),  as  amended,  and 
the  guidelines  prescribed  by  thelCouncll  on  Environmental  Quality. 
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EXHIBIT  C  (Cont'd) 
BOSTON,  MA 


(Location  of  Bldgs.  Housing 
^^^  Federal  Aaencles) 
^j  \    See  schedule  for  key  to 
i^l     location  numbers  I 

—  Delineated  Arta 
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EXHIBIT  D 
BOSTON,  m 


LIFE  CYCLE  COST  SUMflARIES  FOR 

ALTERNATIVE  ItTHODS  OF  ACQUISITION 

(In  thousands  of  dollars) 


BUILD 


Acquisition 

Construction   -. $  52,240 

Site,  Design,  Relocation  and  Supervision 13,350 

Subtotal $  65,590    J/ 

Operation 

Repair  and  Maintenance $  31,430 

Services  and  Utilities 42,890 

Imputed  Taxes  and  Insurance 8,970 

General  E>;penses 5,450 

Subtotal $  88,740 

Less  Residual  Value -  23,140     2/ 

Total • $131,190 


LEASE  CONSTRUCT 

Net  Rent $  82,600     3/ 

Repair  and  Maintenance 15,400 

Services  and  Utilities 41,150 

General  Expenses , 6,730 

Total $145,880 


STATUS  QUO  LEASING 

Net  Rent $108,500     4/ 

Services  and  Utilities .• .  51,930 

General  Expenses 6,500 

Total $166,930 


The  life-cycle  costs  summarized  are  the  aggregate  of  30  year  total   cost  streams 
for  all  costs  involved  in  each  alternative.     These  costs  are  discounted  by  7% 
over  the  planning  period.     Cost  aggregation  and  discounting  are  carried  out 
within  the  framework  of  an  econometric  model.     Present  value  base  year  1978. 

2/    Based  on  total  project  authorization  of  $75,198,000  present  valued  to  1978. 

2/    The  estimate  is  based  on  the  replacement  cost  and  worth  of  the  facility, 
taking  into  account  system  deterioration. 

3/     30  year  present  worth  rental  payments  exclusive  of  maintenance,  services 
and  utilities. 

4/     30  year  present  worth  of  rental  payments  exclusive  of  services  and  utilities, 
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EXHIBIT  C  (Cont'd) 
BOSTON,  MASSACHUSETTS 


VI.  PARKING 


The  Boston  central  business  district  is  well  served  by  all  available  forms 
of  transportation  including  expressways  and  arterial  streets,  commuter 
rail  lines,  rapid  transit,  and  local  and  intercity  buses.  Numerous  parking 
facilities  are  available. 

The  285  parking  spaces  planned  for  the  proposed  Federal  Office  Building 
are  considered  reasonable  in  view  of  existing  public  parking  and  mass 
transportation  serving  the  downtown  area.  The  space  will  be  for  official 
Government  vehicles,  visitors  and  handicapped  persons. 
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H.   POLICY  STATEiVIENT  OF  BOSTON  REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 
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Authority 

Robert  J.  Ryan.  Directa 


January  29,  1979 


Mr.  Lawrence  Bretta 

Regional  Administrator 

General  Services  Administration 

704  J.W.  McCormack  P.O.  &  Courthouse 

Boston,  Mass.  02109 

Dear  Mr.  Bretta: 

In  response  to  the  General  Services  Administration's  request  for 
suggested  sites  on  which  to  locate  a  new  federal  office  building 
in  Boston,  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  would  like  you  and 
your  staff  to  consider  the  nine  (9)  sites  identified  on  the  attached 
sheet  as  potential  locations  for  said  construction.  As  of  this 
time,  the  Authority  does  not  have  a  preferred  site  and  is  interested 
in  examining  additional  sites  as  well,  some  of  which  may  be  recoirmended 
to  you  by  other  parties  in  the  course  of  your  review. 

As  the  City's  planning  and  development  agency,  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  is  very  much  concerned  over  the  developmental  impact  which 
the  construction  of  a  one  million  square  foot  office  building  is 
likely  to  have  on  Boston's  economy,  its  skyline  and  its  historic 
properties.  This  City  is  very  much  reliant  upon  its  property  tax 
base  for  revenue,  and  the  construction  of  a  public  building  is 
likely  to  further  reduce  that  base.  To  offset  this  potential  tax 
loss,  it  is  Important  that  the  project  provide  the  maximum  positive 
Impact  with  respect  to  employment  opportunities,  commercial  growth 
and  stimulus  to  additional  private  capital  investment.  Importantly, 
the  project  should  complement  development  goals  In  Boston's  downtown. 

You  will  find  the  City's  interests  in  the  construction  of  the  proposed 
^  ..federal  office  building  more  fully  explained  in  the  enclosed  policy 
statement.  I  would  like  to  reiterate  the  Importance  of  this  project 
to  both  the  G.S.A.  and  the  Cit/y  of  Boston,  and  stress  the  need  for 
a  cooperative  working  relationship  between  G.S.A.  and  my  staff 
throughout  the  entire  planning  and  design  process.  Such  a  relation- 
ship will  be  a  determining  factor  in  insuring  that  the  multiple 
goals  of  the  federal  government  and  the  City  are  met  most  effectively. 

1  City  Hall  Square 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02201 

(617)722^1300 
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I  am  excited  over  the  development  prospects  which  this  project 
represents  for  Boston  and  will  be  looking  forward  to  working  with 
you  on  development  and  design  details. 


Robert 
Director 


Enclosures  (2) 
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A  New  Federal  Office  Building  in  Boston: 
Policy  Statement  by  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

From  fiscal  year  1979  funds  the  General  Services  Administration  has  re- 
ceived an  appropriation  of  $75,198,000  for  the  purpose  of  constructing 
a  Federal  Office  Building  in  Boston  with  a  gross  building  area  of  approxi- 
mately one  million  square  feet.  The  City  of  Boston  has  a  substantial 
interest  in  assuring  the  successful  completion  of  this  project  in  the 
downtown  for  two  fundamental  reasons.  First,  the  project  is  a  significant 
public  capital  investment  which  provides  an  unusual  opportunity  to  induce 
major  long  term  economic  benefits  to  the  City.  Second,  because  of  the 
large  physical  scale  of  the  project  it  will  have  a  major  impact  on  the 
city  core  in  a  variety  of  ways  with  the  potential  for  both  positive  and 
negative  effects.  The  purpose  of  this  statement  is  to  briefly  set  out 
the  City  of  Boston's  position  on  the  project  in  order  to  establish  the 
basis  upon  which  the  City  will  relate  to  the  GSA.  The  City  is  interested 
in  establishing  with  GSA  the  context  in  which  the  City  feels  the  project 
should  be  undertaken,  the  manner  in  which  the  City  intends  to  work  with 
GSA  in  developing  the  project,  and  the  major  goals  of  the  City  as  related 
to  the  project. 

Project  Context 

It  is  the  City's  position  that  the  project  should  be  developed  within  a 
context  that  insures  that  this  major  capital  investment  on  the  part  of 
the  Federal  government  furthers  multiple  objectives  and  stimulates  sub- 
sequent private  investment.  Both  the  City  and  Federal  governments  have 
plans,  policies,  and  procedures  which  make  up  such  a  context  for  this 
project.  These  take  on  added  significance  in  light  of  the  Federal 
government's  "New  Partnership"  program  which  was  announced  on  March  27, 
1978.  A  major  component  of  this  urban  policy  initiative  seeks  to  re- 
orient Federal  activities  so  that  they  have  maximum  benefit  for  distressed 
urban  centers  such  as  Boston.  Of  particular  relevance  is  the  recent 
Executive  Order  12072  which  sets  out  policy  guidelines  which  are  both 
comprehensive  and  specific.  Furthermore,  the  project  should  be  designed 
to  promote  the  goals  of  the  City's  community  development  and  economic 
growth  planning  which  are  being  undertaken  in  concert  with  Federal  programs, 

Project  Planning 

The  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  is  the  City's  planning  and  development 
agency  and  will  act  on  behalf  of  the  City  in  regard  to  this  project.  The 
BPA's   approach  to  development  planning  stresses  process  rather  than  shaping 
development  through  the  enforcement  of  a  static  plan.  It  is  standard  pro- 
cedure for  the  Authority  to  work  with  developers  from  the  initiation  of 
their  project  through  programming,  site  selection,  design  development 
and  construction.  We  believe  this  procedure  is  appropriate  for  the  Federal 
office  project  and  is  consistent  with  applicable  Federal  law  and  directives. 
Specifically,  we  reconmend  that  a  joint  task  force  consisting  of  BRA  and 
GSA  staff  be  established  and  that  a  meeting  of  this  group  be  held  in  the 


h6k 


very  near  future  to  formulate  a  planning  schedule  which  includes  a 
cooperative  site  selection  process.  Although  some  preliminary  analysis 
has  been  undertaken,  the  City  has  no  site  preference  within  the  downtown 
at  this  time.  It  is  the  Authority's  intention  to  develop  a  comprehensive 
set  of  site  criteria  in  order-to  identify  and  evaluate  all  proposed 
locations.  We  would  expect  to  propose  potential  sites  to  the  GSA  and 
to  evaluate  and  make  recommendations  on  all  sites  identified  by  the  GSA. 
In  sum,  through  a  structured  cooperative  relationship  we  believe  that 
the  GSA,  the  City,  and  the  community  will  reach  a  consensus  on  the 
optimal  location  and  development  of  the  new  Federal  office  building. 

Policy  Goals 

The  City's  substantive  goals  with  regard  to  the  project  are  sumnarized 
below: 

I.  Economic 

Given  the  distressed  economy  of  Boston,  not  unlike  other  central 
cities,  it  1s  imperative  that  the  project  have  a  demonstrably  positive 
Impact  on  the  economy  of  the  City.  Because  the  property  tax  is  Its 
only  tax  revenue  source  the  City  seeks  to  insure  no  reduction  of  its 
tax  base  due  to  the  project.  If  a  tax  base  reduction  is  unavoidable 
it  will  be  necessary  for  the  project  to  clearly  demonstrate  even 
more  substantial  additions  to  the  City's  economy.  Boston  Is  specifi- 
cally Interested  in  employment  of  City  residents  and  the  utilization 
of  City  businesses  both  during  construction  and  on  a  permanent  basis. 
Within  the  limits  of  Federal  law  the  City  urges  that  an  affirmative 
program  be  undertaken  by  the  GSA  to  provide,  in  effect,  a  preference 
for  Boston  residents  in  employment  and  for  the  utilization  of  small 
and  minority  owned  firms  in  the  City.  We  are  certain  that  a  program 
of  this  type  is  possible  because  the  City  must  comply  with  similar 
requirements  when  It  uses  Federal  grants.  In  addition,  the  project 
should  be  located  so  as  to  maximize  the  potential  for  stimulating 
private  capital  Investment  in  the  project  area  and  thereby  further 
the  development  of  the  City.  Each  site  under  serious  consideration 
should  be  examined  In  terms  of  Its  potential  for  economic  development 
impact.  The  City  strongly  recommends  the  retention  of  urban  economic 
consultants  to  assist  in  this  analysis  with  the  understanding  that 
the  cost  of  such  studies  would  be  borne  by  the  City. 

II.  Historic  Conservation 

Boston  highly  values  the  conservation  of  its  buildings  and  areas  of 
historical  importance  whether  they  gain  their  significance  from  their 
relationship  to  human  events  or  from  their  broader  cultural  associations. 
It  is  a  basic  goal  of  the  City  to  preserve  existing  historical  buildings, 
the  variety  of  architectural  periods,  and  the  diversity  of  scale  and 
materials  found  in  the  central  core  by  promoting  preservation  and 
reuse.  In  recent  years  Boston  has  been  a  leader  in  saving  significant 
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buildings  and  areas  through  adaptive  reuse  when  many  said  such 
efforts  were  financially  Infeasible.  It  is  the  City's  position 
that  the  GSA  has  a  particular  responsibility  to  insure  a  beneficial 
Impact  on  Boston's  historical  and  architectural  resources.  The 
City  recognizes  that  while  it  is  unlikely  that  a  single  building 
of  historic  significance  could  by  itself  accommodate  GSA's  needs, 
a  more  fruitful  approach  would  be  the  use  of  one  or  more  historical 
buildings  In  combination  with  new  construction.  Projects  of  this 
type  have  been  successfully  accomplished  in  the  past.  Canal  Square 
and  the  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank  Building  in  Washington,  D.C.  are 
examples  where  there  Is  a  successful  Integration  of  old  and  new 
Into  an  architectural  unit.  To  determine  the  feasibility  of  such 
a  project,  especially  if  there  is  an  architectural  integration, 
requires  a  skillful  examination  of  the  existing  buildings  and  Its 
architectural  and  economic  potential.  This  type  of  analysis  would 
be  required  as  a  part  of  the  search  for  alternative  project  sites 
if  the  utilization  of  an  historic  building  is  to  be  fully  explored 
In  compliance  with  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  of  1976. 
If  this  kind  of  analysis  Is  not  a  part  of  GSA's  standard  procedures 
In  looking  for  a  site  then  the  City  recommends  that  an  architect 
with  relevant  experience  be  hired  by  GSA  early  on  to  aid  in  the 
assessment  of  sites  which  may  have  the  potential  of  using  one  or 
more  significant  buildings. 

III.  Planning  and  Design 

The  relationship  of  the  new  Federal  office  building  to  the  downtown 
is  vitally  important  to  the  Interests  of  the  City  and  to  the  success 
of  the  completed  project.  The  City's  overriding  goal  is  to  insure 
that  the  new  building  strengthens  the  downtown  and  its  immediate 
environment.  It  should  enhance  the  physical,  social,  cultural,  and 
economic  context  in  which  the  project  sets.  The  facility  should  be 
truly  public  by  including  people  attracting  activities  of  a  retail, 
commercial,  civic,  cultural  or  educational  nature.  Space  for  these 
activities  should  be  arranged  to  insure  street  vitality  and  a  lively 
pedestrian  setting.  There  are  a  number  of  distinct  districts  within 
the  downtown,  some  of  which  the  City  feels  would  not  be  appropriate 
for  the  location  of  the  proposed  building.  The  project  is  a  signifi- 
cant opportunity  to  produce  a  building  of  good  design  quality  which 
draws  people  into  a  positive  relationship  with  the  Federal  government. 
The  building  should  be  both  good-looking  as  well  as  functionally 
,  ,  efficient.  There  are  as  well  a  variety  of  planning  and  design  Issues 
which  the  City  wants  to  Insure  that  the  project  complies  with  including 
access,  scale,  setting,  compatability,  streetscape,  and  architecture. 
The  BRA's  experience  Indicates  that  these  concerns  are  best  explored 
in  the  context  of  potential  building  locations  which  are  Identified. 
As  with  similar  major  projects  in  Boston,  a  planning  and  design  review 
process  will  be  established  as  an  Integral  part  of  the  larger  relationship 
between  the  City  and  the  GSA.  The  project's  planning  and  design  objectives 
will  best  be  achieved  through  the  use  of  a  level  3  competition  to  select 
the  architect. 
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A  NEW  FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDING: 
SUMMARY  OF  PROPOSED  ALTERNATIVE  SITES  IN  DOWNTOWN  BOSTON 


SITES 

SIT^SIZE 
(ACRES) 

North  Downtown 

Site  A:  Nashua  Street 

5.1 

Site  B:  Boston  Garden 

5.0 

Site  C:  New  Chardon  Street 

2.5 

Site  I:  Government  Center 

1.4 

Combat  Zone 

Site  D:  Stuart/Tremont  Streets 

2.3 

Site  E:  Washington/Essex  Streets 

1-7 

South  Downtown 

Site  F:  Church  Green 

1.2 

Site  G:  South  Station 

1.2 

Site  H:  Dewey  Square 

1.7 
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HINGE    BLOCK 


NE'.V  CCNSTHUC7',CN 
RETIiNTlCN 

POSSiBLi  RETE>iTlCN 
a   USE   SY  G-SJ^. 


NOT  AVAILABLE  FOR   USE 
BY  G.S.A. 


* 
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site  E;    Washinoton/gasex  Strcata 

Tnfj  1.7  ac--«  site  contains  similar  marginal,     csmmercial  uses  discussed 
in  Site  0.     It  also  has  dir»ct  proximit^/  to  the  £ssex  Street  Orange  Lin* 
MBTA  Station.     Appraximata  cast  of  acquisition  is  52,300,000.     This 
estfmata  dees  not  induce  the  cast  for  extansive  demolition  of  e.xisxing 
buildings  on  the  site  and  the  cast  to  relocate  site  tenants. 


-11- 
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I.  A  HEW  FEDERAL  BUILDING  IN  BOSTON:  A  CLOSE  EXAMINATION 
PREPARED  BY  BOSTON  REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 
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Summary 

A  new  one  million  square  foot  Federal  Office  Building 
is  needed  in  Boston,  both  to  improve  efficiency  by  con- 
solidating space  now  scattered  in  fifteen  locations  and 
to  provide  for  a  projected  expansion  of  476  Federal  jobs  over 
and  above  the  present  level  of  2,503.   The  projected  development 
cost  of  $75  million  would  also  generate  some  2,000  construction 
jobs. 

Recycling  of  available  older  office  building  space  is  not 
a  feasible  alternative.  No  one  area  of  the  City  contains  a 
sufficient  concentration  of  available  office  space  to  match 
the  present  and  projected  needs  for  Federal  office  use.  For 
example,  the  North  Station  area  contains  only  264,000  square 
feet  of  available  space,  which  would  make  up  only  28  percent  of 
requirements,  and  the  Leather  District  has  only  300,000  square 
feet  of  available  space. 

There  would  be  minimal  adverse  impacts  of  a  new  Federal 
Office  Building  on  the  City's  office  industry  since  the  space 
to  be  vacated  is  new  (post-1960)  or  fully  renovated,  and  is 
located  principally  in  the  prime  "Financial"  and  "Government" 
office  maurket  aureas  downtown.  New  or  fully  renovated  office 
buildings,  designated  Class  A  and  B,  respectively,  are 
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presently  experiencing  an  estimated  low  vacancy  rate  of  eight 
percent,  following  a  peak.,  in  vacancies  in  1977,  subsequent 
to  the  peak  in  office  building  construction  in  1975.  This 
rate  is  expected  to  fall  sharply  in  1979  and  1980,  with  no 
new  private  space  coming  into  the  market.  An  office  space 
shortage  is  foreseen  in  the  early  1980s,  when  the  new 
Federal  Office  Building  would  go  into  operation. 

Older  commercial  buildings,  built  pre-1960  and  making 
up  half  the  City's  office  stock  do  have  a  vacancy  rate  twice  that 
of  the  newer  and  refurbished  buildings.  The  problem  with  older 
commercial  space  is  centered  in  obsolescent  structures  of  in- 
sufficient floor  size,  lagging  in  maintenance,  renovation,  and 
reheJ3ilitation.   Despite  this  circ\amstance,  the  market  for  older 
commercial  buildings  is  expected  to  improve  in  1979  and  1980. 
Anticipated  absorption  rates  and  an  absence  of  new  private 
office  space  coming  on  to  the  market  should  also  favorably 
impact  older  commercial  buildings. 

Some  $1.5  million  of  property  taxes  presently  paid  by 
Federally-leased  space  in  private  office  buildings  would  be 
quickly  regained  as  the  vacant  space  is  again  leased  up. 
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I . Introduction 

A  great  deal  of  debate  has  recently  surfaced  in  Boston 
media*  and  government  circles  regarding  the  Federal  government's 
renewed  interest  in  constructing  a  major  office  building  in  the 
downtown.   Several  arguments  have  been  put  forth  questioning 
1)  the  concept  of  a  new  structure  versus  a  major  recycling  of 
older  existing  office  stock;   2)  the  impact  of  the  Federal 
government  vacating  presently  leased  office  space  on  the  downtown 
office  market;   3)  the  potential  loss  of  City  property  tax 
revenue  due  to  the  relocation;   and  4)  the  alternative  use 
opportunity  lost  by  the  selection  of  a  downtown  site  for  a 
tax-exempt  structure .  While  each  of  these  issues  has  been 
discussed,  a  more  thorough,  substantive,  information-based 
examination  of  the  planned  Federal  investment  is  merited.   This 
paper  attempts  to  address  this  need. 


* 

See  Appendix  for  the  following: 

Miner,  Jack,  "Federal  Building  Plan  Uhderwhelms  Boston, " 
Christian  Science  Monitor,  April  14,  1978 

Lewis,  William  J.,  "Living  It  Up  Federal  Style",  Boston 
Herald-American,  May  7,  1978 

Menzies,  lan,  "Memo  to  'Tip*:   Old  is  Better  than  New  - 
and  More  Profitable  for  City",  Boston  Globe,  May  8,  1978 
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II.    Project  Description 

The  U.S.  General  Services  Administration  (GSA) ,  as 

requested  by  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives'  Committee 

on  Public  Works  and  Transportation,  has  studied  the  need  for 

and  feasibility  of  a  new  Federal  office  building  in  Boston. 

Their  conclusion,  a  result  of  a  comprehensive  survey  of 

existing  Federal  space  in  the  City,  is  that  a  new  Federal 

office  building  is_  required  to  "consolidate  and  provide  adequate 

space  to  satisfy. .. .long-range  housing  requirements  of  Federal 

activities  now  scattered...".   The  proposed  new  facility  would 

include  960,380  gross  square  feet,  638,050  square  feet  occupi- 

able  space  and  would  cost  $75  million  (assuming  a  construction 

start  in  1979) .   The  composition  of  the  new  Federal  office  building 

space  would  be  as  indicated  in  Table  I,  with  440,450  square  feet 

allocated  for  Federal  agency  use.   The  estimated  development  cost 

is  comprised  as  follows: 

Site  and  Relocation  $7,005,000 

Design  and  Review  4,864,000 

Construction  (October  1979)  60,501,000 

Management  and  Inspection  2,828,000 


Total  Maximum  Cost  $75,198,000 

Development  Cost  per  Sq.  Ft.  $78.30 
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Table  I 

Distribution  of 
New  Federal  Office  Building  Space  by  Use 


SQ.    Ft. 


Agency  Space 

- 

440,450 

Parking 

100,000 

Service  Areas 

-  Mailroom 

400 

Information  Center 

400 

Concession 

800 

Vending 

1,400 

Cafeteria 

6,400 

Conference  Room 

6,000 

Communications 

1,875 

Health  Room 

1,275 

Federal  Protection  Service 

1,000 

Custodial 

12,000 

Future  Expansion 

44,000 

Retail  and  other  Use 

22,050 

•  Total  Occupied 

o  Total  Mechanical 

•  Total  Gross  Square  Feet 


638,050 
322,330 
960,380 


Efficiency  Factor  = 


66.44% 


hQ3 


The  project  would  generate  some  2,000  construction  jobs 
@  $17,000/worker/year.    There  would  be  2,503  personnel  relo- 
cated from  15  locations  (two  outside  of  Boston)  into  the  new 
building.   (See  Map  page  7.)    The  project  would  create  476 
new  permanent  jobs : 


17  General  Services 

47  Custodial 

338  Future  Expansion 

74  Retail/Commercial 

476  Total  New  Permanent  Jobs 


In  review,  the  new  building  would  house  2,979  workers  in 
638,050  square  feet  in  one  location  as  opposed  to  the  present 
2,503  workers  in  436,525  square  feet  in  15  locations. 

The  net  square  footage  in  Downtown  to  be  vacated  is 
402,110  with  55.65  percent  of  it  Class  A  space  (built  or  rehabi- 
litated since  1959  and  in  excellent  condition),  36.07  percent  in 
Class  B  space  (built  before  1959  and  in  very  good  condition), 
and  8.28  percent  in  Class  C  space  (built  before  1959  and  in 
fair  condition).    (See  Tables  il  and  III.) 

This  same  space  proposed  to  be  vacated  is  distributed 
among  the  four  downtown  office  market  areas  (defined  on  map 
page  8  of  Michael  Matrullo's    "Office  Industry  Survey, 
Interim  Report",  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  September 
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Table  III 

Location  and  Class  of  Office  Space  to  be  Vacated  by 
Construction  of  New  FOB 


Class 


Sq.Ft. 


Market  Area 


Cambridge 

545  Technology  Sq. 

3,638 

575  Technology  Sq. 

30,777 

Boston 

Park  Square  Building 

B 

10,257 

Back  Bay 

Bulfinch  Bldg. 

A 

51,896 

Gov't 

(15  New  Chardon) 

110  Tremont  St. 

C 

6,972 

Midtown 

441  Stuart  St. 

B 

16,489 

Back  Bay 

Analex  Building 

B 

118,310 

Gov't 

(150  Causeway) 

100  Summer  St. 

A 

134,501 

Financial 

Three  Center  Plaza 

A 

18,266 

Gov't 

Batterymarch  Building 

C 

6,654 

Financial 

united  Shoe  Machinery  Bldg. 

C 

6,543 

Financial 

Federal  Home  Loan  Bank 

A 

4,808 

Gov't 

(1  union  St.) 

Boston  stock  Exchange 

C 

13,121 

Financial 

Two  Center  Plaza 

A 

9,346 

Gov't 

55  Court  Street 

A 

4,947 

Financial 
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1977)  as  follows: 


Financial  41.22% 

Back  Bay  -.         6.65 

Midtown  1.73 

Government  50.39 


Total  100.00% 

To  address  the  impact  which  potentially  vacated  space  will 
have  on  office  space  by  class  and  by  market  area,  we  must 
examine  the  historical  context  and  present  market  perceptions  and 
trends  as  they  relate  to  office  space. 

III^   Boston's  office  Industry 

The  Historical  Context:    New  Construction  (Chart,  Page  11) 

Vacancy  Rates  (chart.  Page  12) 
Absorption  Rate  (Chart,  Page  13) 

The  total  current  supply  of  office  space  in  Downtown  Boston 

is  44  million  square  feet  with  38  million  private  and  six  million 

publicly  owned.   Over  40  percent  of  the  total  supply  has  been 

constructed  since  1960  with  building  completion  peaks  in  1966, 

1971,  and  1975.   Office  vacancy  rates  in  downtown  remained  below 

ten  percent  until  1975  with  subsequent  rises  to  11  percent  in 

1975,  12  percent  in  1976,  and  15  percent  in  1977.   Average 

annual  office  space  absorption  rates  since  1960  have  fluctuated 

in  the  following  manner* 
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1960-64 

300,000  sq. 

ft 

1965-69 

1,000,000 

1970-72 

900,000 

1973-75 

1,450,000 

1976 

500,000 

1977 

685,000 

Office  Market  Prospects 

Following  the  most  recent  peaking  of  office  building 
construction  in  1975,  historically  high  vacancy  rates  hav« 
steadily  reduced  the  number  of  speculative  office  ventures 
such  that  th.ere  will  be  no  additional  space  completed  in  1979 
and  1980.   The  only  proposal  for  major  speculative  office  space 
on  the  private  market  in  the  immediate  future  is  a  500,000  square 
foot  office  building  on  Copley  Square  Air  Rights,  which  will 
not  be  constructed  for  several  years. 

Ryan,  Elliot  euid  Co.  in  its  recent  newsletter  indicates 
that  Boston's  office  vacancy  rate  is  declining  from  the  1977 
peeUc  of  15.3%.   Given  the  present  absorption  rate  of  685,000 
square  feet  per  yeau:,  the  vacancy  rate  should  return  to  a 
healthy  7  percent  in  downtown  by  1980.   In  combination  with 
the  negligible  current  office  development  proposals,  vacancy 
rates  should  continue  to  fall  beyond  1980. 
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Despite  an  overall  vacancy  rate  today  (Spring  1978)  in 
downtown  of  12-14  percent,  the  various  classes  and  market 
areas  are  experiencing  a  range  of  vacancies  from  ten  percent 
in  Class  A,  eight  percent  in  Class  B  to  twenty  percent  in 
Class  C.   These  rates  also  vary  between  market  areas  in  the 
following  way: 


Financial 

13% 

Back  Bay 

13 

Midtown 

33 

Government 

8 

Older  Office  Buildings 

As  indicated  in  the  previous  section.  Class  C  office 

space  is  experiencing  the  highest  vacancies  in  the  Downtown. 

These  older  office  buildings  are  bearing  the  brunt  of  the 

present  over-supply  of  office  space.   Unlike  Class  A  space, 
high  vacancies  in  older  office  buildings  will  continue  even 

with  improving  overall  vacancy  rates,  primarily  due  to  small 

floor  areas,  low  efficiency  factors  and  inflexible  space. 

Indications  are*,  however,   that  Class  C  buildings  located  in 

dertain  specific  areas  will  fare  better  than  the  overall  Class 

C  market.  Areas  adjacent  to  State  Street  and  Government  Center, 

and  the  Waterfront  are  perceived  by  office  tenants  as  prime 


*  BRA  Research  Department,  "Office  Tenants  Survey",  1977. 
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locations  for  rehabilitated  space.   This  demand  will  tighten 
market  conditions  in  an  otherwise  "soft"  Class  C  market  • 


IV.    Impact  of  a  New  Federal  Office  Building 

In  Sections  1,^11,  and  III,  the  project  description, 
an  historical  context,  and  prospects  for  Boston's  office 
industry  have  been  presented.   This  section  will  now  focus 
on  a  point -by-point  discussion  of  the  issues  raised  by  the 
building's  potential  construction. 

A)  The  new  building  will  cost  $75  million  with  45  per- 
cent of  that  going  to  the  1,985  construction  workers  at  an 
annual  average  salary  of  $17,000.  This  will  be  a  boon  to  the 
City's  construction  industry  and  will  generate  spin-off  retail 
sales  in  the  millions. 

A  $75  million,  961,000  square  foot  office  >;uildingfc 
however,  yields  a  very  expensive  development  cost  per  square 
foot  of  $78,  compared  to  $45  to  $60  per  square  foot  for  rehabi- 
litating space  in  existing  Class  C  buildings,   in  addition, 
rehabilitation  is  a  more  labor-intensive  investment  than  new 
construction,  thereby  generating  more  construction  jobs. 
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B)  Due  to  high  chronic  vacancy  rates  in  Class  C  office 
structures  downtown,  massive  rehabilitation  would  be  beneficial 
to  the  City's  office  market. 

The  required  960,000  square  feet,  however,  simply 
cannot  be  accommodated  by  a  cluster  of  Class  C  buildings 
anywhere  Downtown,  For  example,  in  the  Leather  District  today, 
available  space  totals  300,000  square  feet  or  31  percent  of  the  GSA 
requirement,   in  the  North  Station  area,  264,252  square  feet  are 

available  or  28  percent  of  the  GSA  requirement.   Consequently, 
even  if  GSA  were  to  rehabilitate  all  presently  vacant  space  in 
these  two  areas,  less  than  60  percent  of  their  square  footage 
needs  would  be  satisfied. 

C)  Another  prime  concern  of  critics  of  the  new  construction 
proposal  is  the  potential  negative  impact  on  the  City's  office 
market  by  the  withdrawal  of  2,122  workers  from  402,110  net  square 
feet  of  presently  leased  downtown  office  space. 

Examination  of  the  composition  of  the  space  to  be  vacated, 
however,  shows  that  the  impact  would  be  primarily  (91.72%)  felt 
by  Class  A  emd  B  office  structures.   In  three  years,  when  this 
federal  office  building  is  completed,  the  368,820  square 
feet  of  space  vacated  from  Class  A  and  B  buildings  would 
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be  readily  absorbed.   The  scarcity  of  current  proposals 
for  new  office  construction  and  declining  office  vacancy  rates 
in  Class  A  and  B  space  substantiates  this  erpectation.  Class  C 
space  amounts  to  only  33,290  square  feet  (8.28%)  of  the  total 
to  be  vacated.   Although  33,290  square  feet  is  only  ,2  percent 
of  the  total  Class  C  stock  downtown,  withdrawal  from  the  three 
buildings  housing  this  space  (110  Tremont  Street^  Batterymarch 
Building,  United  Shoe  Machinery  Building)  will  have  a  negative 
impact.   This  impact  will  be  moderated  in  the  latter  two  build- 
ings, both  located  in  the  Financial  district,  an  area  where 
demand  for  Class  C  space  is  strong  relative  to  other  market 
areas.   On  the  other  hand,  vacated  space  at  110  Tremont  may 
suffer  greater  hardship.   The  magnitude  of  the  space  is,  however, 
minor  at  6,912  square  feet  (1/4  of  the  Class  C  space  to  be 
vacated) . 

D)  Withdrawing  402,110  square  feet  of  space  from  privately- 
owned,  tax-generating  buildings  would,  at  face  value,  reduce  City 
property  tax  revenue  by  $1.5  million,    (See  Table  IV,  page  18.) 

Of  these  tax  dollars,  however,  96  percent  are  paid 
by  Class  A  and  B  structures  which  should  be  readily  leasable 
given  improved  market  conditions  three  years  from  now.   The 


li97 


0^ 

o-v 

fS< 

r>- 

<T> 

^ 

r«- 

H 

(0 

a 
o 

CO 

0)  <u 

n  u 

o  < 
cu 

O    4J 

h  (1) 


•o  c 

0) 

n)  0) 

0)  u 

►J  flJ 

>i  CO 

4J  M-l 

c  o 
(1) 

0]  0) 

(U  0) 

^  nJ 

CU  rH 

u 

<u 

o  >, 

n]  CQ 
a 

CO  I 

c  * 

O  TS 


vi) 

CD 

en 

03 

in 

CD 

rH 

CN 

a» 

in 

flj 

% 

% 

-P 

O 

en 

(j\ 

O 

r^ 

r* 

in 

EH 

rH 

CM 

•P 

c 

n 

co 

<u 

r* 

n 

a\ 

CO 

2 

« 

% 

V4 

o 

00 

0) 

'tt 

CM 

> 

«* 

CM 

0 

<o- 

VI- 

o 

o 

00 

CM 

H 


o 

CM 


in 


•H   (d 

rH 

m 

rt  o 

«d 

rH 

P4    (0 

•rl 

n 

> 

o 

« 

m 

c 

<n 

0) 

ra 

CM 

X 

c 

r^ 

la 

•H 

V)- 

b* 

b 

o 


CO 

CO 

0) 

CO 

CO 

CO 

n) 

m 

Id 

o 


o 


u 


CO 

<^  -^ 

OD  ^ 

*  O 

<n  a 

o  H 

in  ^-' 


rH   '— 

en  <it 
</y 


o  — . 

CO    ^ 
">*   H 

CM   ^-' 

H 

•co- 


o  -^ 
CM    ^ 


CM 

CM    '— 

»  CM 

vo  in 


•H 

<M 

0) 
CO 

(U 

■M 

13 
0) 
•O 

3 

rH 
U 

C 

•rl 

+J 
O 

G 

G 
O 
4J 
01 
O 
CQ 

0) 
73 
•H 

CO 
■P 

O 

•O 
0) 

■p 
ro 
O 
O 


CO 

o 

•H 
+J 
U 

<u 
o 


1^98 


balance,  generated  by  the  three  Class  C  buildings,  amounts 
to  only  four  percent  ($59,589)  of  the  property  tax  revenues 
currently  being  generated.   If  this  figure  represents  the 
"real"  tax  revenue  loss,  it  would  be  more  than  offset  by 
spin-off  private  investment  adjacent  to  a  new  federal  building. 

E)  Critics  suggest  that  a  new  federal  office  building 
will  provide  only  temporary  construction  jobs  and  house  per- 
manent jobs  already  in  Downtown, 

Although  the  construction  jobs  will  be  temporary,  125 
of  the  relocated  jobs  will  come  from  outside  of  Boston. 
In  addition,  476  new  permanent  jobs  will  be  created  in  future 
expansion  for  a  total  Boston  gain  of  601  jobs. 

F)  An  examination  of  all  pertinent  infoirmation  regarding 
the  proposed  Federal  office  building  in  downtown  Boston  makes 
it  clear  that  a  new  Federal  office  building  would  be  in  the 
City's  interest.   This  finding  is  based  upon  the  evidence 
presented  which  indicates  that: 

1)  2,000  construction  jobs  would  be  generated 

2)  125  permanent  jobs  would  be  relocated  from 

Cambridge  to  Boston 

3)  476  new  permanent  jobs  would  be  created 

4)  the  negative  impact  on  the  City's  office 

market  would  be  minimal 

5)  the  negative  impact  on  City  property  tax 

revenue  would  be  negligible  in  the  short 
term  and  non-existent  in  the  long  term 
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6)  new  construction  is  the  only  solution  to 

accommodating  GSA  space  needs 

7)  there  would  be  indirect  bens  fits  for  adjacent 

businesses  and  the  State  via  purchases  by 
construction  workers  and  Federal  employees 

8)  a  major  office  building  investment  will 

stimulate  immediate  spin-off  development 
and  reduce  private  investment  uncertainty. 
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•ederal-buiiding  plan  underwhelms  Boston 


alters,  city  officials  see 
excess  space,  no  taxes 

By  Jak  Miner  '  , 

,  Staff  writer  of 
The  Christian  Science  Monitor 
')lf'J'      -  Boston 

It  Tip  O'Neill  wants  a  building  named  after 
who's  going  to  stop  it?"  .  ' 
That  comment  typified  reaction  from  Boston 
0t\  estate  brokers  in  the  wake  of  the  an- 
ti.nced  proposal  by  the  U.S.  General  Services 
TSmlnistration  (GSA)  to  buUd  a  $73  million.  25- 
itory  federal  office  building  in  Boston. 
T'he  impact  of  such  a  building  on  an- already 
real  estate  market,  as  well  as  the  effect  it 
Culd  have  on  the  property  tax  structure,  has 
lot  elicited  ringing  endorsements  from  City 
or  real  estate  groups.  •:. 

layor  Keyin  H.  White  has  not  announced  his 
':^mon  on  the  proposal  to  construct  another 
lontaxable  federal  building  downtown.  Accord- 
to  press  aide  George  Regan,  the  Mayor  is 
using  the  impact  the  project  would  have  on 
es  and  real  estate  values. 


"You  can  say  he's  taJdng  a  wait-and-see  atti- 
tiide,"  the  press  aide  said. 

Consolidation  seen  '    .   ~ 

"The  new  federal  building,  with  a  100.000- 
square-foot  parking  garage,  would  bring  to- 
gether vatious  federal  offices  now  occupying 
365.000  square  feet  in  18  buildings  the  goverii- 
ment  leases  for  $4.4  million  a  year.  In  addition, 
the  federal  government  also  owns  the  JFK 
Building  and  Ave  others  in  Boston,  totaling  1.3 
million  square  feet  and  housing  some  10.000 
employees. 

The  proposed  building  -  larger  than  the  JFK 
Building  -  would  be  erected  against  the  back- 
ground of  considerable  nontaxable  construction  . 
already  announced.  ' 

-  The  state  plans  to  build  a  t70  million  trans- 
portation building  in  the  Park  Plaza  complex; 
the  US  Department  of  Agriculture  has  been 
designated  developer  of  a  $20  milUon.  10-story 
nutrition  center  on  Stuart  Street:  and  Tufts 
University  is  planning  a  $38  million  hospital  ad- 

.  dition  to  its  New  England 'Medical  Center  in 
the  Washington-Stuart  Streets  area. 


If  the  new  federal  building  is  built,  one  real 
esute  appraiser  says.  It  will  pull  federal 
agency  offices  out  of  the  space  being  rented  in 
third<Iass  buildings  -  "The  toughest  to  renL'J. 

"There  is  no  viable  market  for  such  office 
space  in  Boston  now."  he  said.  "It  would  be 
tough  to  peddle  that  space." 


Effect  predicted 

It  is  expected  that  when  the  state  occupies 
the  transportation  building  it  plans  to  build  m 
the  Park  Square  area,  another  600.000  square 
feet  in  dowintown  commercial  buildings  will  be 
vacated. 

The  effect  of  those  vacancies,  experts  say. 
will  be  to  reduce  sharply  the  cash  flow  and 
make  it  difficult  for  owners  to  pay  taxes  -  in 
many  cases  in  the  3S-to-«Vpercent  assessment 
range.  "Foreclosures  will  rise  as  people  will 
walk  away  from  their  property." 
.  Officials  of  the  Greater  Boston  Real  Estate 
Board,  resigned  to  the  fact  that  another  fed- 
eral building  may  be  in  their  midst,  say  its 
placement  is  crucial  and  they  want  to  work 
with  the  city  and  the  GSA  to  make  sure  it  wUl   - 

in  the  "combat  zone." 
^  "We're  very  concerned  about  It."  said  Mik- 
chael  Whalen;  a  spokesman  of  the  Building 
Owners  and  Managers  .Association,  an  armof 
the  Real  Estate  Board. 

Sources  at  the  "B95ian_B#^^elopment  Au- 
thority say  that  Mayor  White  and  authority  di- 
rector Robert  Walsh  met  privately  last  week  in 
Boston  with  GSA  director  Joel  W.  Solomon  on 
the  question  of  where  to  place  the  building.  At 
this  writing  it  is  not  known  how  that  question 
was  resolved  -  if  at  all. 

House  Speaker  Thomas  P.  (Tip)  O'NeUl. 
who  initiated  a  feasibility  study  a  year  ago  on 
the  project,  has  indicated  that  he  favors  a 
downtown  site,  which  might  include  the  com- 
bat zone. 
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The  concept  of  the  "living  build- 
(^Plng"  as  perceived  by  President  Car- 
^~;  ter  will  get  ita  baptism  in  the  Bay 
tate. 

With  a  new  federal  office  building 
Iready  approved  for  Springfield  and 
Boston  In  line  for  another  such  facil- 
ty,  VS.  regional  officials  here  al- 
eady  are  devising  plans  in  accord- 
nce  with  the  White  Eouse's  "llving- 
buiiding"  directive. 

Just  what  is  a  "living  building?" 
Like  any  other  edifice,  it  is  con- 
tructed  of  brick  and  concrete, 
'.>  marble  and  granite.  The  difference 
the  fact  that  a  "living  build- 
is  programmed  to  make  the 
aximum  impact  on  the  cultural,  so- 
X:   "j;  cial,  educational  and  civic  life  of  the 
':  community. 

Unless  a  federal  building  "con- 

_  butes  to  improving  the  cultural  en- 

~ -.  TJ  vironment,"  Carter  contends  it  falls 

^;_^hort  of  meeting  its  ultimate  func- 

n. 

_   In  the  President's  view,  a  "living 

d  Suilding"  must  provide  ample  space 

■  for  retail  trade.  Such  facilities  oper- 

~.ed  by  private-sector  entrepreneurs 

isure  a  liveliness  and  activity  so 

SjToreign  to  the  customary  marble 

s.  i^'  mausoleums  —  sterile,  cheerless  and 

reboding  to  the  average  citizen. 

^_  The  "Cooperative  Use  Act,"  ap- 

~l"proved  by  the  Congress  in  1976  and 

implemented  for  the  first  time  this 

nnpastyear,  specifically  authorizes 

■Bi^tizens  groups  to  utilize  certain 

[areas  of  federal  buildings  free  of 

I  charge. 

Only  If  the  activities  of  these 
sups  lead  to  an  e.Ttra  expense  is 
Toy  fee  levied,  and  then  only  the  ac- 
tual cost  The  U.S.  government  has 
intention  of  making  a  profit  in 
rmitting  the  use  of  its  facilities. 
But  thus  far,  federal  building  use 
has  been  pretty  much  limited  to  dis- 
c's, exhibitions  and  meetings  by 
vate  groups. 
Carter  envisions  a  much  more  ex- 


pansive cooperative  use  of  public 
buildings  with  certain  facilities  de- 
signed for  such  activity  built  into' 
construction  plans. 

So  In  the  specifications  for  JI4.7 
million  federal  building  scheduled 
for  Springfield,  New  England  Re- 
gional General  Services  Administra- 
tor Lawrence  Bretta  Is  incorporating 
a  host  of  new  features. 

Bretta  and  his  planning  staff  arC' 
earmarking  at  least  7500  sq.  ft.  of 
-  ground  floor  space  to  be  leased  to 
commercial  interests.  Qassrooms  to 
accommodate-  educational  pro- 
grams, both  during  regular  business 
hours  and  in  the  evenings,  are  anoth- 
er feature  of  plans  now  being  drawn. 

Maximum  use  of  federal  build- 
ings demands  that  they  be  open- 
beyond  the  conventional  closing  hour 
of  S  p.m.,  the  Carter  program 
stresses. 

It  makes  no  sense  to  the  Presi- 
dent to  have  billions  of  dollars  in- 
vested in  federal  facilities  that  are 
shut  tight  after  normal  working 
hours.  Just  when  most  people  are  af- 
forded the  leisure  time  to  make  use 
of  them. 

Planners  of  the  Springfield  facil- 
ity are  conducting  an  exhaustive 
study  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
employing  a  measure  of  solar  energy 
toward  heating  and  cooling  the  pro- 
posed six  to  seven-story  structure, 
according  to  Bretta. 

Were  solar  power  to  be  deemed 
practical  in  this  instance,  the  West- 
ern Massachusetts  federal  Installa- 
tion would  score  a  first  in  fossil  fuel 
energy  conservation  io  a  public 
building  of  this  scope. 

.More  than  400  employes  working 
for  all  federal  agencies  In 
Springfield,  other  than  the  Post  Of- 
fice, are  to  be  quartered  in  the  new 
building  to  be  ready  for  occupancy 
by  the  latter  part  of  1981. 

At  that  time,  the  existing  federal 
building  on  Dwight  St.  Is  to  be  dis- 
posed of  with  state,  county  and  mu- 
nicipal governments  getting  the  first 
crack  at  taking  it  over. 


Meanwhile,  as  the  Congress  turns 
Its  attention  to  authorizing  another 
federal  building  for  Boston,  Bretta 
and  his  aides  are  deeply  Involved  In 
expanding  the  "living  building"  as- 
pects of  the  proposed  structure. 

Of  course  the  new  federal  instal- 
lation in  Boston  is  going  to  be  on  a 
far  grander  scale  than  Its  Springfield 
counterpart  with  plans  calling  for  a 
total  of  960,000  sq.  ft.  of  space  here  as 
opposed  to  180,000  sq.  ft.  in  the  West- 
em  Massachusetts  facility. 

Initial  plans  call  for  setting  aside 
at  least  22,000  sq.  ft  in  Boston  for 
multi-use  commercial-retail  devel- 
opment 

Almost  certain  to  be  included  in 
the  blueprint  is  a  day-care  center 
similar  to  the  one  in  the  JFK  Federal 
Building  at  Government  Center.  This 
JFK  facility  was  the  first  of  its  kind 
in  the  nation. 

The  day-care  center,  although  ini- 
tially established  with  a  non-interest 
loan  from  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Health,  Education  and  Welfare,  Is 
operated  by  a  private  corporation, 
only  marginally  subsidized  by  the 
government. 

Although  the  facility  accepts  the 
children  of  both  federal  and  non-fed- 
eral employes,  the  former  are  given 
preference. 

This  innovation,  which  makes  It 
'possible  for  many  working  mothers, 
and  some  fathers,  to  continue  at 
their  jobs  at  a  modest  expense,  "also 
humanizes  the  federal  building," 
Bretta  notes. 

The  proposed  new  federal  build- 
ing that  will  bring  a  dozen  or  more 
government  agencies  under  one  roof 
—  most  now  are  scattered  in  leased 
space  all  around  town  —  definitely 
will  be  located  in  the  heart  of  the 
city. 

Such  a  site  selection  also  is  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  President's  na- 
tional urban  policy  which  stresses 
consolidation  or  relocation  of  federal 
facilities  on  a  priority  basis  in  down- 
town/center city  areas. 
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Among  other  objectives.  Carter 
holds,  strict  adherence  to  this  policy 
will  serve  to  improve  the  physical 
and  cultural  environment  of  urban 
areas.  A  further  dividend  of  the 
President's  purpose  is  the  targeting 
of  federal  procurements  to  labor  sur- 
plus areas  as  well  as  to  expand  mi- 
nority business  opportunities. 

National  GSA  head  Jay  Solomon 
has  advised  all  regional  chiefs  any 
exceptions  to  the  policy  of  inner-city 
location  of  federal  faciUties  must  win 
his  persona]  approvaL 

Stin  other  elements  of  the  "living 
building"  notion  to  be  applied  both  in 
Boston  and  Springfield  involve  art- 
in-architecture,  special  landscaping 
and  architectural  barriers  —  all  de- 
signed in  a  coordinated  effort  to  en- 
hance the  cultural  environment  of 
^  the  cities. 

Three  possible  site  locations  for 
the  2S-story  Boston  federal  building 
are:  1.  North  Station,  2.  Combat 
Zone  area  and  fringes,  3.  South  Sta- 
tion. 

Because  the  South  Station  is  the 
scene  of  considerable  redevelopment 
—  some  already  in  place  and  more 
on  the  drawing  boards  —  there  is  a 
strong  feeling  the  new  federal  build- 
ing will  be  erected  at  North  Station 
or  adjacent  to  the  central  city  retail 
district  upon  which  the  seedy  Com- 
bat Zone  has  encroached. 

Only  this  past  Thursday  a  sub- 
committee of  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee  in  Washington 
voted  to  recommend  to  the  full  panel 
that  it  approve  the  new  structure  an- 
ticipated to  cost  between  $75  and  $90 
million. 

It  will  be  designated  the  Thomas 
P.  O'Neill,  Jr.  Federal  Building  in 
tribute  to  the  Spealcer  of  the  House  in 
whose  district  it  is  to  be  situated.  Be- 
sides the  Speaker  himself,  those  who 
will  have  input  into  deciding  the 
eventual  location  of  the  third  federal 
office  building  in  Boston  are  Mayor 
White,  the  City  Council  and  Gov.  Du- 
kakis. 
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advisohy  coukcil  on  historic  preservation 

prfliminary  findings 

properties  which  may  be  suitable  for  feder/vl  acquisition  and  use 

wder  the  public  buildings  cooperative  use  act(?.l.  94-541) 

bottom,  massachusetts 


INTRODUCTION 


By  letter  dated  November  21,  1977,  GSA  formally  requested  the 
Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  to  provide  recommendations 
on  tuildings  in  or  adjacent  to  the  central  business  district  of 
Boston  vhich  possess  historic  architectural  or  cultural  significance 
'and  vhich  tnight  be  suitable  to  meet  Federal  space  needs  in  the 
connunity.  •  .    .  ' 

This  request  was  made  pursuant  to  procedures  irapleaenting  the 

Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act.  At  the  time  of  the  request, 

however,  no  agreement  had  been  reached  between  GSA  and  the  Council  on 

-I— 
frmding  for  this  effort  and  the  Council  had  no  resources  to  devote  to 

a  survey  of  Boston  or  analysis  of  properties  identified./  Agreement 

between  the  agencies  was  finally  reached  during  the  first  week  in  March,  197B, 

and  the  Council  sent  a  staff  member  to  Boston  to  work  with  local  planning 

and  preservation  groups  in  order  to  identify  buildings  of  significance 

and  potential  suitability  for  Federal  use.  '  _ 

In  view  of  the  priority  placed  upon  this  project  by  GSA,  the  Council 

agreed  to  furnish  GSA  vith  its  preliminary  findings  within  ten  days  of 

the  date  of  that  survey,  with  refinements  and  further  Council  analysis 

to  follow.  This  rt'port  is  the  presentation  of  those  prclimin.iry  findings. 
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CSA  REQUIREMENTS  .  _ 

No  Federal  Space  Situation  Report  or  Project  Development  Report  was 
furnished  to  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  prior  to 
the  initial  visit  of  the  Council  representative  to  Boston  for  the    1 
purpose  of  determining  the  existence  and  potential  suitability  of 
property  of  historic,  architectural  or  cultural  significance  vhich  might 
be  available  for  Federal  acquisition  and  use.  . 

It  is  the  understanding  of  the  Council  that  the  findings  of  GSA's 
Kegional  Office  pertaining  to  Federal  space  needs  in  Boston  are  in  preparatior 
and  will  be  submitted  formally  to  the  GSA  Central  Office  in  the  near 
future.   In  order  to  determine  as  accurately  as  possible  the  Federal 
requirements  regarding  amounts  of  space  required,  projected  tenancy, 
desired  location  and  other  requirements,  meetings  with  GSA  Central  Office 
and  Region  1  officials  were  conducted.   Information  was  developed  at  these 
meetings  regarding  the  likely  nature  of  a  new  Federal  facility  in  Boston.. 
Subsequent  discussions  with  State  and  local  preservation  groups  and 
representatives  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  were  based -on       -  • 
the  following: 

.  The  Offices  of  the  U.S.  Federal  Courts  and  related  activities 
would  remain  in  the  John  W.  McCormacV  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 
located  on  Congress  Street.   Relocation  of  U.S.  Postal  Service 
Activities  and  other  general  purpose  Federal  office  space  now 
in  the  building  would  enable  the  expansion  of  the  Federal 
Courts  to  meet  their  foreseeable  space  needs. 
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.  General  purpose  Federal  offices  relocated  from  the  McCormack 
building  and  consolidated  from  all  or  nearly  all  leased 
locations  scattered  throughout  the  Boston  area  would  compose  the 
space  required  in  a  new  Federal  facility. 

.   Space  should  be  provided  in  a  new  facility  for  approxinately 
2j500  employees;  A40,400. square  feet  of  agency  occupiable  space. 

.  Supporting  this  space  is  a  proposed  12,000  square  feet  of  custodial 
spacCj  20,000  square  feet  of  space  for  shared  building  services 
(cafeteria,  conference,  etc.)  and  44,000  square  feet  of  expansioa 
space. 

•  22,000  square  feet  is  proposed  to  be  provided  for  various  uses 
authorized  by  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  (cotiiinercial, 
cultural,  educational  and  recreational).      , 

i         ' 

•  Parking  is  proposed  to  be  provided  for  both  visitors  and  eraployees; 
285  spaces  requiring  about  100,000  square  feet  of  space. 

.  The  desired  location  of  a  new  Federal  facility  is  not  precisely 
defined.   In  fact,  various  locations  to  the  north  and  south  and 
within  the  heart  of  the  do;«mtown  area  of  Boston  have  been  discussed 
in  the  past.   It  was  assumed  that  GSA  would  be  concerned  with 
access  to  the  facility  by  mass  transit,  by  pedestrians  working 
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or  living  in  the  downtown  area  and  by  car  for  those  people 
living  outside  the  city  within  the  Boston  region.   Further,  it 
was  assumed  that  reasonable  proximity  of  the  new  facility  to 
existing  Federal  offices  would  be  desirable  in  order  to  provide 
to  the  public  convenient  access  to  Federal  services.   It  is 
recognized,  however,  that  location  of  a  new  Federal  office  building 
must  be  consistent  with  local  plans  for  development,  with  overall 
economic  feasibility,  and  with  the  policy  established  by  the 
Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act. 
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AP'PHOACH  TO  THE  SURVEY 

With  this  information  on  the  size  and  location  requirements  of  GSA 

understood  or  assumed,  the  entire  central  area  of  Boston  was  examined  in 

t 

general  and  its  known  areas  or  individual  properties  of  historic,  archi- 
tectural  or  cultural  significance  examined  in  particular  to  determine jwhat 
locations  or  properties,  if  any,  might  be  able  to  meet  these  requirer-.ants. 
The  following  tests  were  employed  in  order  to  evaluate  each  location: 


.  Were  there  properties  in  the  area  which  are  of  historic,  arciii— 
tectural  or  cultural  significance  as  defined  by  the  Public 
Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  and  the  procedures  of  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  implementing  the  Act? 

•  Were  properties  of  significance  able  to  provide  the  amount  and 
kind  of  space  required  by  GSA?  If  not,  would  the  area  provide 
the  opportunity  for  new  construction  which  would  supplement  the 
space  provided  in  culturally  significant  properties?  Is  new 
construction  or  addition  to  existing  buildings  possible  without 
sacrificing  the  significance  of  existing  buildings? 

.  Would  Federal  location  in  the  area  be  compatible  with  and  not  in 
competition  with  local  preservation  goals  and  objectives  and 
ongoing  development  activities?  Would  Federal  location  in  the 
area  be  compatible  with  overall  comr-.unity  plans? 
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,   V.'ould  Federal  location  in  an  area  be  magairicd  by  further  related 
and  conplementary  development?  Would  that  development  be  consistent 
with  preservation  plans  and  other  community  objectives? 

.  Are  the  properties  identified  fully  protected  through  active  use? 
Would  the  buildings  of  cultural  significance  and  any  related  propert 
for  new  construction/additions  be  available  for  sale  within  a 
time  frame  suitable  for  Federal  acquisition?  Would  these  properties 
be  available  for  purchase  at  fair  market  value  as  determined  by 

y  independent  appraisal? 


The  following  is  a  list  of  areas  and/or  properties  which  were  discussed 
and  to  which  these  criteria  were  applied  (see  map): 

^l.  Church  Green  ^ 

2.  Custom  House  District  '' 

^3.  Adult  Entertainment  Area  *** 

A.  Youth's  Companion  Building  _  •   ' 

5.  Exchange  Building  and  District 

6.  Old  Federal  Reserve  Buildings 

7.  Charles  Street  Jail 

8.  Suffolk  County  Courthouse  • 

9.  First  Corps  Armory 

10.  North  Station  Area 

11.  The  North  End 


:/ 
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From  this  list  of  candidate  locations  and  properties  the  first  three 
emerged  as  the  prinvary  possibilities.   They  appear  to  have  the  potential 
to  most  fully  satisfy  the  space  and  locational  requirements  of  GSA  and 
at  the  same  time  contribute  to  local  preservation  plans  and  objectives. 
In  the  following  pages  the  opportunities  inherent  in  these  buildings 
and  locations  are  discussed  in  some  detail.   Other,  locations  and  . 
properties  discussed  are  briefly  described. 

To  develop  this  information,  meetings  were  held  with  the  E^cecutive 
Directors  and  staffs  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  and  the  Massachusetts 
Historical  Commission  and  with  planners  from  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority.  No  contact  was  made  at  this  stage  with  owners  of  properties 

i 

identified. 
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LOCATIONS  WITH  EXCKI.l.ENT  POTENTIAL 

1.   Church  Crccn  Area 

Hie  Church  Green  area  considered  as  a  possible  location  for  a  nev 
Federal  facility  includes  three  blocks  bounded  by  Kingston  Street  on 

the  north,  Essex  Street  on  the  west,  the  expressway  access  on  the."  south 

I 

and  Sununer  Street  on' the  east.   Cutting  through  this  area  is  the 

western  boundary  of  the  Comnercial  Palace  Historic  District  which  has 
been  determined  by  the  Boston  Landmarks  Coiranission  to  appear  to  be 
eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

This  area  was  named  after  the  octagonal  church  which  stood  at  the 
southern  end  of  the  block  bounded  by  Sutniaer,  Kingston  and  Bedford 
Streets.   The  New  South  Church  was  dedicated  in  December,  181A,  to 
serve  the  residential  neighborhood  of  merchants  and  statesmen.   It 
was  designated  by  Charles  Bulfinch  and  contained  a  bell  cast  by  Paul 
Revere.  As  the  Church  Green  area  commercial  activity  grew,  the 
upper-income  parishioners  of  the  New  South  Church  moved  out  to 
Back  Bay,  opened  to  residential  development  in  the  I860' s. ~  Their 
foirmer  homes  were  converted  into  lodging  houses  or  torn  down  to  be 
be  replaced  by  commercial  structures,  four  story  granite  buildings 
with  wooden  mansard  roofs.   The  church  itself  was  demolished  in  1869. 

In  1370,  at  the  corner  of  Summer  and  Kingston  Streets  on  the  Church 
Green  block,'  stood  a  new  granite  commercial  building  which  exempli- 
fied the  contemporary  design  and  activities  in  the  area.  From  this 
building,  the  Great  Boston  Fire  of  1872  spread,  consuming  the 
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I  downtown  area  from  the  Church  Green  block  to  Milk  and  Borad  Streets, 
:  and  from  the  south  side  of  Washington  Street  to  the  wharves.   The 
reconstruction  of  the  Church  Green  block  took  place  on  the  old 
foundations.   The  existing  buildings  today  reflect  the  size  and  style 
of  the  original  commercial  structures.  J 

x      .  I 
The  Church  Green  area  has  continually  contained  mixed  uses  though 
the  emphasis  has  shifted  over  the  years.   Early  commercial  uses  were 
.  predominantly  light  manufacturing  such  as  garment  and  shoe  industries. 
From  the  turn  of  the  century  businesses  of  coEmercial  rather  than 
manufacturing  activities  predominated.  Today  fast  service  businesses 
such  as  sandwich  shops  and  copy  services  on  the  ground  floor  exist. 
Upper  loft  space  is  let  for  artists'  studios  and  low  rent  commercial 
Activities.  . .  • 

There  is  no  single  plan  adopted  for  this  area  of  the  downtown.   A 

1975  study  of  the  area  was  conducted  by  a  Harvard  urban  design  studio 

for  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  which  projected  continued 

'mixed  use. in  the  area  and  a  combination  of  reuse  of  existing  buildings 

and  new  construction.   It  was  their  conclusion  that: 

The  preservation  of  Church  Green's  buildings 
•  '       should  be  actively  sought  by  Bostonians. 

Although  the  city  continues  to  change,  the  work- 
manship, materials  and  character  of  these 
nineteenth  century  cormercial  buildings  provide 
Boston  with  a  sense  of  continuity  with  its  past. 

A  more  recent  study  of  the  possibility  of  a  new  Federal  facility  in 
this  area  was  made  by  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.   The  outline 
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of  thoir.  study  area  is  shown  on  the  following  plan.   Tl>c  concept 
for  Federal  location  in  the  area  presented  in  this  section  is 
tentative.   It  assumes  the  sarae  boundaries  for  a  Federal  site  as 
used  by  BRA. 

Just  vhat  mix  of  new  and  existing  space  could  be  provided  as  part 
of  a  Federal  development  will  depend  upon  the  uses,  conditions  and 
ownership  of  existing  buildings.   As  indicated  below,  CSA  wight: 
acquire  several  buildings  in  proximity  to  a  component  of  new 
construction.   Another^  possibility  could  be  the  acquisition  of  space 
at  scattered  locations  in  the  district.   Provision  of  all  Federal 
space  needs  by  acquisition  of  existing  buildings  may  be  infeasiblc. 
Provision  of  all  the  space  through  new  construction  would  do  nothing 
to  help  preserve  and  enhance  the  district. 

Because  there  are  many  opportunities  for  Federal  location  in  the  area 
no  specific  data  on. individual  building  ownerships  and  square  footages 
was  sought  at  this  stage.  '        ^   .  . 

As  an  illustration  of  a  desirable  balance  between  "new"  and  "old," 
the  following  concept  is  advanced. 

.   Acquisition  of  six  historic  properties  (sea  following  sketch); 
renovation  and  use  of  these  buildings  to  provide  ground  floor 
commercial  space  and  offices  on  the  upper  floors.   Although  the 
buildings  in  question  need  further  study  they  appear  to  meet  the 
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SCHEME    C    '  [4jLaV^V20  13P.^AN    PBe>\^^  STZJkt>V 

PRCSERVATIOM  OF  AT  LEAST   FOUR  EXISTING  STRUCTURES;  ON  CIIL'PXH  GREEf;  BLOCK  ON   SU^fR 
STREET.     VACANT  PARCELS  REMMM  OPEN.     flEW  CONSTRUCT  I  ON  transferred  to   top  of   pro- 
posed ;3rkin9  structure  2cross  Bedford  Street  from  Church  Green  Block. 
18  FAR. 

Tonus  of  2  FAR  for  presorvatinn/rehabil i t^tion  of  l9th  century  buildtnqs. 
Apprcxinately  810,000  total    square   feet    in   11   floors  of  75,000  sq   ft  on  naraqc. 
A, -roxi.r.ately  100,000  total   square   feet    in  5   floors  of  rchahilUated  space. 

Scale:     1"  =  100' ; 
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. I        criteria  of  sicnificance  in  the  Council's  procedures  implenencing 
'     the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act. 
f 

I.....:. ..  ;.. 

]  i   Construction  of  new*  of f  ice  space  (labelled  "FOB")  on'an  "existing  "" 
"'"parking  lot  built  as  a   part  of  a  major  retail  development  to  the 
north  of  the  Church  Green  area. 


In  such  a  plan  the  following  amounts  of  space  could  be  provided: 

New  Federal  office  and  support  space  360,000 
(12  floors  @  30,000) 

Renovated  Federal  office  space  •  95,000 
(Floors  2-5;  six  buildings) 

Ground  floor  coumercial  uses  24., 000 

Support/custodial  (basement)  24,000 
(New  and  existing  buildings) 

Existing  Parking  \  -  '100.000 


This  concept  is  similar  to  one  advanced  by    •  . .  ". 
Studio  in  a  study  of  the  area  for  the  Boston  Redevelopment. 
(See  following  sketches  labeled  "Scheme  C")  -:  _".. 


Whatever  the  design  solution,  it  is  evident  that  adequate  space  exists 
in  the  area  to  acconraodate  Federal  space  needs. through  a  combination 
of  new  construction  and  renovation. 
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,  In  studying  the  area  in  detail  GSA  and  tlic  Council  should  be  c^'i^e^  by 
the  conclusions  of  the  Harvard  study: 

"The  Church  Green  block  is  ready  for  rcdcvclopmcnC  of  some  kind. 
Not  only  does  its  location  take  advantage  of  heavy  pedestrian  and 
vehicular  traffic  flow  through  the  central  business  district  but 
its  particular  location  has  high  visibility  for  pedestrians  and 
motorists  coning  from  the  South  Station  area. 


_A_history  of_the  arj:_a_  re  veals  that^  the  bui.ldings_played._a_  rple_in. 


si.g:nificant  local  events,  but  more  than  that  minor  role,  the 
buildings  represent  a  vanishing  type  of  building  -  the  typical  • 
19th  century  commercial  building.   The  Church  Green  block  buildings. 
are  important  because  together  they  frame  a  block  with  some 
continuity  and  because  they  form  a  district  with  other  remaining 
19th  century  buildings  in  the  retain  district.  , 

It  is  most  important  to  accommodate  land  uses  in  a  development 
proposal  for  Church  Green  block  that  will  insure  vitality.   The 
Design  Solution  demonstrates  a  plan  for  preserving  the  best  of 
Church  Green  while  injecting  new  vitality.   The  plan  maintains  the 
rich  19th  century  textures  and  materials  on  the  street  to  benefit 
the  pedestrian  while  it  adds  significant  new  construction." 
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2.   CustoT.  House  Historic  Dir.trict 

The  district,  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places, 
is  bounded  roughly  by  Faneuil  Hall  Square,  Merchants  Row,  Chatham 

Street,  Concnercial  Street  to  State  Street  on  the  north,  the  John  F. 

t 

Fitzgerald  Expressway  on  the  east,  High  Street  on  the  south  and 
Batterynarch,  Kolby  Place  across  Centre  Street,  Bangs  Alley,  Doane 
Street  to  State  Street  and  behind  back  alleys  of  Merchants  Row  on 
the  west  to  Faneuil  Hall  Square. 

The  entire  district  is -an  exhibit  of  mixed  connnercial  architecture 

reflecting  Boston's  development  as  a  major  mercantile  city.   Part 

of  this  district,  contiguous  to  Faneuil  Hall  and  the  Quincy  Market,. 

and  including  a  portion  of  State  Street  and  Merchants  Row,  was  a 

center  of  commercial  activity  during  the  18th  and  19th  centuries 

as  Boston's  original  waterfront.   The  remaining  southern  area  of  the 

district  is  significant  as  a  land-fill  operation  planned  by  Charles 

t 

Bulfinch  for  the  Broad  Street  Associates  in  1805  to  unify  and  expand 
the  wharfs  and  warehouses.   The  present  McKinley  Square,  within  the 
filled  land  development,  is  noteworthy  for  its  progression  of 
Victorian  styles  of  architecture  seen  in  the  Central  Wharf  Building, 
Customs  House,  nearby  State  Street  Block,  and  the  Flour  and  Grange 
Building. 

There  are  many  opj->ortunities  for  the  Federal  government  to  support 
the  Custom  House  Historic  District  both  directly  by  acquisition  and 
use  of  historic  property  and  indirectly  by  the  location  of  its  work 
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force  within  the  district  in  a  manner  which  complements  the  acstlietic 

quality  of  the  area  and  improves  its  economic  health. 

\ 

...  .  .  ' 

The  following  preliminary  proposal  is  advanced  to  illustrate  the 

manner  in  which  such  a  positive  Federal  project  might  proceed. 

.  There  is  a  two  block  area  in  the  heart  of  the  Custom  House  district 
•  that  is  now  generally  underdeveloped  and  contains  several  historically 
and  culturally  significant  buildings.  The  following  concept  for 
Federal  development  in  this  area  indicates  retention,  renovation  and 
use  of  seven  historic  buildings  combined  with  infill  and  highrlse 
construction. 

50-54  Broad  Street  .     '     * 

157  Milk  Street   (1  Building)  -  _  - - 

Of  the  four  granite  warehouses  in  the  district,  50-54  Broad  Street/ 

157  Milk  Street  carries  the  most  adornment.   The  cornice,  the  bracketed 

*  lintels  at  the  windows,  the  quoins  at  the  building's  corners,  afid  the 

arched  keystone  windows  at  the  ground  floor,  all  draw  attention  to 

the  compact  building.   The  graceful  dormers  of  the  mansard  roof 

add  a  touch  of  elegance  to  this  1858  warehouse,  and  the  high 

textural  contrast  between  the  smooth  and  roughcut  granite  gives  the 

building  a  strong  visual  identity. 
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175  MlIV.  Street  and 

64-70  and  72-"72n  nnd  80-86  Broad  Strfcot  (6  Buildings) 

These  are  scattered  survivors  of  the  uniform  buildings  constructed 

frc-.T  the  designs  of  Charles  Bulfinch  in  the  Broad  Street  Association's 

development,   bating  from  1810,  they  are  the  oldest  buildings  in 

the  district.   Originally  each  brick  unit  was  four  stories  high  with 

small,  square  fourth-story  windows.   Although  najor  alterations  have 

been  made  to  windows,  ground  floors,  and  roof lines,  the  Federal  style 

is  still  evident,  particularly  in  64-70,  and  72  Broad  Street,  and 

175  Milk  Street,  occupied  by  Patten's  Restaurant. 

While  further  study  of  the  buildings  proposed  for  acquisition  is 
needed,  they  do  appear  to  meet  the  test  of  cultural  significance 
under  Council  procedures  implementing  the  Cooperative  Use  Act. 

They  are  central  to  the  "architectural  diversity,  strong  identity 
and  19th  century  ambience"  of  the  Custom  House  Distjfict  as  a  whole. 

The  property  on  these  blocks  is  either  owned  by  or  under  option  to  a 
single  owner,  the  Orlandello  brothers. 


The  following  sketch  indicates  how  this  property  could  be  developed 
using  infill  construction,  renovation  and  use  of  existing  structures 
and  allowable  highrise  construction.   Some  properties  within  these 
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two  blocks  arc  of  little  significance  and  could  be  demolished  to 
make  room  for  development.   It  has  been  calculated  that  development 

of  these  blocks  viith  a  bonus  F.A.R.  provided  for  preservation  of 
existing  iJuildings  could  provide  space  as  follows 
Existing  Buildings  Retained 

50-52  Broad  8,700 

64-70  Broad  10,600 

175  Milk  St.  16,000 

72-72a  Broad  3,800 

80-86  Broad  37,800 


Total  76,900 

Podium  Infill  183,300 

Tower  260,800 

Total  521,000 
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3.  ,  Adult  Entcrtaintnent  Area  .  •    * 

The  adult  entertainment  area  or  "Cotr.bat  Zone"  has  been  discussed 
in  the  Boston  papers  as  a  potential  location  for  a  new  Federal 
facility.   It  is  generally  acknowledged  in  the  cotnmunity  that  the 
novel  experiment  of  zoning  for  and  thereby  containing  various 
adult  entertainment  enterprises  has  not  succeeded,  that  these  uses 
arc  spreading  beyond  the  limits  of  the  zone  and  are  depressing  what 
is  a  key  transitional  area  between  the  heart  of  downtown  Boston  and 
the  office  and  residential  areas  to  the  west  of  the  downtown.  . 

There  are  four  buildings  within  the  Combat  Zone  that  were  discussed 

as  possibilities  for  Federal  acquisition  and  use  to  provide  part  of 

the  Federal  space  required.  They  are  as  follows: 

The  Boston  Young  Men's  Christian  Union 

A8  Boylston  Street  '_-.•' 

•/- 

The  building  is  a  five  story  institutional  structure  which 
conforms  to  -the  lot  lines  of  its  irregular  L-shaped 
parcel.   It  still  serves  the  needs  of  the  young  men  s  service 
organization  which  built  it  over  a  century  ago  and  has  been 
veil  maintained.   It  would  provide  about  60,000  square  feet  of 
space,  perhaps  most  appropriately  devoted  to  the  educational, 
commercial  J  cultural  and  recreational  uses  authorized  by  the 
Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  and  included  in  GSA's 
'        program  for  a  new  Federal  facility  in  Boston. 

The  Union  is  a  designated  Boston"  landmark  and  may  be  nominated 
to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.   The  building  is 
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architecturally  significant  as  a  t\otablc  example  of  the 

High  Victorian  Gothic  Style  in  Boston.   It  is  the  inost. 

accomplished  building  in  this  style  remaining  in  the  central 

business  district.   In  addition,  the  building  is  important  to  the 

history  of  Boston,  serving  as  the  home  for  the  socially  active' 

f 

Christian  Union  which  built  it  in  1875. 


'The  Boylston  Building 
2-22  Boylston  Street 

The  Boylston  Building  is  a  six  story  masonry  and  iron  frame 

commercial  structure  v/ith  ground  floor  retail  uses,  many  of  them 

adult  entertainment-related  and  currently  vacant  office  space 

above.   It  occupies  all  of  its  15,400  square  foot  parcel  and 

therefore  would  provide  a  total  of  about  92,000  square  feet  of 

space.   The  Boylston  Building  is  a  designed  Boston  Historic 

Landmark.   It  has  considerable  architectural  significance  both 

as  a  distinguished  design  by  a  notable  Boston  architect,  Carl 

Fehmers,  and  as  an  important  example  of  the  transition  from 

traditional  load-bearing  masonry  construction  to  the  commercial 

style,  skeleton-framed  building  type  pioneered  by  the  Chicago 

School.   The  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  has  recommended  that 

the! building  be  nominated  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 

Places.   Tlie  building  is  currently  owned  by  the  Century  Building 

Trust. 
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The  Hnydcn  Hiitldin;^  , 

691-693  V.'nshinRton  Street 

The  building,  a  five  story  commercial  structure,  occupies  the 

I 

entire  1,A00  square  foot  parcel  fronting  on  Washington  Street. 
Adult  entertainment  activity  occupies  the  first  and  portions  of 
the  second  floors  of  the  building,  the  remaining  space  being  vacant, 
In  total  the  building  would  provide  about  7,000  gross  square  feet 
, of- space.  The  building  is  presently  owned  by  Joseph  P.  Balliro 
of  Revere,  MA,  who  also  owns  the  two  adjacent  buildings  on 
LaGrange  Street.  .'  . 


The  Hayden  Building  is  a  designated  Boston  Landmark  and  has  been 
recommended  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  by  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.  The  building  has 
considerable  significance  as  the  last  extant  commercial  building 
in  the  Boston  area  designed  by  H.H.  Richardson.  It  is  one  of 
less  than  ten  coranercial  buildings  ever  designed  by  the  eminent 
architect  and  prefigures  later  notable  works  by  Richardson. 

Jacob  Wirth's  Restaurant 
31-39  Stuart  Street 

The  two  contiguous  houses  making  up  Jacob  Virth's  Restaurant 
are  owned  by  the  LaGrange  Street  Realty  Trust.  They  are  signifi- 
cant not  only  as  the  home  of  a  famous  Boston  eatery,  but  as  rare 
survivors  of  a  once-dominant  architectural  type. 
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Jacob  Wirth,  an  irmigrant  from  Germany,  founded  his  restaurant 
I      in  1873  within  a  block  of  the  current  location.   In  1878,  Wirth 
'      bought  the  house  at  37-39  Stuart,  using  the  ground  floor  as  bar 
and  restaurant.   In  1889  he  leased  the  adjacent  house  at  31-33 
Stuart;  today's  interior  fittings,  including  mahogany  bar,  brass 
railings  and  oak  tables,  date  from  this  expansion.   Little  changed 
in  the  menu  or  ambience  over  the  long  tenure  of  the  Wirth  Family, 
vhich  ended  with  the  death  of  Jacob  V7irth,  Jr.,  in  1965.   Under 
new  ownership,  the  restaurant  continues  its  traditions  today.   The 
two  buildings  dating. from  1844  are  the  best  remaining  examples 
of  the  bowfronted  row  housing  which  proliferated  in  Park  Square 
from  1835  to  1850. 

A  relatively  scarce  residential  type  in  the  central  city,  these 
vernacular,  Greek  Revival  Style  buildings  also  serve  as  an  jjaportant 
stylistic  link  between  the  earliest  Beacon  Hil^  bowfronts  and  the 
Italianate  style  prevalent  in  the  south  end  development  of  the 
1850' s  and  60 's.   The  current  storefront  was  added  by  Wirth 
vhen  he  expanded  into  both  houses.  .   . 

On  the  following  page  a  concept  for  Federal  development  in  the  adult 
entertainment  area  is  presented.   The  four  Boston  landmarks  as  well 
as  other  buildings  on  the  block  may  be  retained.   New  construction 
both  of  an  infill  and  highrise'  type  v;ould  provide  for  the  bulk  of 
Federal  space  needs  and  parking. 
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'LOCATION'S  V?ITH  SOME  I'OTENTTAL  '   '  '   . 

» 
'iTie  prccccding  opportunities  appear  to  be  nblc  to  most 

closely  approximate  GSA's  space  and  locational  requirements  and  to  support 

the  preservation  and  development  objectives  of  the  community.   Tlie  following 

four  possibilities  are  discussed  briefly  as  having  somewhat  less  potential. 

f 
They  should  be  considered  by  GSA  if  its  requirements  change  substantially 

or  if  none  of  the  preceeding  opportunities  appears  to  be  feasible  for  some 


A.  Youth's  Companion  Building 

Located  at  140-1A4  Berkeley  Street  and  195-217  Columbus  Avenue^ 
this  building  is  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.   It  is  currently  owned  by  the  Black  and  White  Taxi  Service 
Co.   It  contains  about  135,000  square  feet  of  space. 

It  is  a  modified  Richardson  Romanesque  of  block  almost  rectangular 
in  shape  with  a  flat  roof.   It  is  a  massive  five  story  block  with  a 
strong  symmetrical  design  that  is  generated  by  balanced  horizontal 
and  vertical  emphases. 

The  interior  supports  of  the  building  are  of  cast  iron.  Thirty-seven 
hundred  Maine  spruce  trees  were  placed  upside  down  under  the  building; 
iron  piers  were  fastened  to  granite  blocks  placed  among  the  trees 
before  the  foundation  of  granite  and  stone  was  laid.   They  reach 
the  roof,  making  all  the  columns. in  the  building  in  alignn^ent.   The 
Youth's  Companion  Building  was  also  tlio  birthplace  of  the  Pledge 
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of  Allc£;iancc.  It  was  written,  printed  for  the  first  time,  and 
popularized  around  the  United  States  in  1892  to  conunemorate  the 
^OOth  Anniversary  of  Columbus  in  America. 

The  Youth's  Companion  Building  v;ais  started,  in  1890  and  was  completed 

in  1892  and  was  perceived  as  a  monument,  an  advertisement,  a  warranty  • 

of  the  character  of  the  owner,  the  Perry  Mason  Publishing  Company. 

It  was  designed  by  William  Cummings  Richardson  and  Henry  W.  Hartwell, 

two  Boston  architects  who  also  designed  Christ  Church  in  Andover, 

Massachusetts,  the  Latin 'School  in  Cambridge,  Massachusetts,  and  the 

Exeter  Street  Theatre  in  Boston,  in  addition  to  several  schools  in 

Newton.  The  building  takes  the  manner  of  Henry  Hobson  Richardson 

and  modifies  it  into  something  that  approaches  the  style  of  Louis 

Sullivan's  Chicago  Auditorium  and  Stock  Exchange. 

.'■t~ 

5.   Exchange  Building  and  District  •       •..        ■ 

t 
The  exchange  District  is  bounded  on  the  south  by  Water  Street, on  the 

west  by  VJashington  Street,  on  the  north  by  State  Street  and  on  the 

east  by  Kilby  Street.   The  district  contains  about  two  block  area 

and  the  Exchange  Building  at  53  State  Street. 

Sif.nif icance:   The  Exchange  District  as  a  whole  has  been  found  by  the 
staff  of  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission  to  appear  to  meet  the  criteria 
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for  ellciblljty  for  inclusion  in  the  National  RogiKter  of  Historic 
Places.   Research  i:?ork  is  underway  leading  to  the  preparation  of 
Kational  Register  nomination  forms  for  submission  to  stato  and 
national  review  committees.   The  Exchange  Building  is  privately  owned 
by  the  Albert  J,  Edelman  Trust.  Taxes  on  the  property  hove  not  been 
paid  in  three  years  and  foreclosure  is  pending. 

fiquare  Footage s  The  Exchange  Building  would  provide  epproxiwately 
410,000  square  feet  of  space  on  eleven  levels.   '  ' 


The  balance  of  the  space  required  by  the  government  would  have  to  be 
provided  through  the  acquisition  and  «se  of  other  pti'opertles  within 
the  district  or  by  new  construction* 

The  Exchange  Building  j.B.now  uped  for  offices.  It  was  designed  by 
Peabody  and  Stearns  in  1889.  It  is  the  oldest  and  most  Toonumental 
building  in  the  district  which  is  composed  of  Beaux  arts  and  neo- 
classical  commercial  buildings  which  are  a  woi-king  remnant 'of- the 
development  of  the  community  a$  a  financial  and  banHing  center* 

Further  analysis  of  the  Exchange  Building  itself  la  needed  but, 
bas^d  on  present  data,  it  does  appear  to  meet  the  criteria  of 
significance  under  the  Council's  procedures  implementing  the  Cooperative 
Use  Act. 
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^-     plti  Fcflcral  Rcpcrvc  BuiTdint-s  • 

The  former  headquarters  of  the  Federal  Reserve  in  Boston  ha$  been 
offered  for  sale  since  the  Federal  Reserve  organization  has  relocated 
to  a  new  building  in  the  downtovm  area.   CSA  has  already  examined 
the  feasibility  of  acquiring  this  building  for  use  as  Federal  courts 
and  offices.   The  building  does  possess  both  historic  and  architectural 
significance  which  would  make  it  a  candidate  for  acquisition  and  us« 
under  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act.        * 


The  original  portion  of  the  building  dating  froia  1923  is  in  «  late 
renaissance  revival  style.  A  1953  addition  is  in  a  neoclassical 
style.  A  temporary  one-story  addition  completes  the  assembly  of 
structures  on  the  site.  Work  is  underway  leading  to  designation 
of  the  property  as  a  Boston  landmark  and  Its  nomination  to  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  "*". 

Charles  Street  Jail  and  Surroundings  --- 

The  Charles  Street  Jail  is  located  on  the  corner  of  Charles  Street 
and  Cambridge  Street.   The  building  was  considered  and  discussed 
generally  as  a  possible  candidate  for  Federal  acquisition  and  use.   It 
vould  provide  about  150,000  square  feet  of  space  for  Federal  use, 
and  the  balance  of  the  government  space  requirement  night  W  provided 
by  complementary  new  construction  on  the  large  site  the  building 
occupies.   The  Boston  Landmarks  Conxiission  has  formally  expressed 
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the  finding  that  the  building  may  be  elieiblc  for  listing  in  the 
I  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.   Consideration  of  this  property 
j   is  based  on  the  possible  construction  of  a  new  Suffolk  County  Jail 

in  the  North  Station  area. 

OTFIER  DISCUSSIONS  DISCUSSED 

The  following  four  possibilities  were  discussed  generally,  but  it  was 
felt  that  Federal  location  in  these  areas  of  the  community  would  not 
provide  much  of  a  benefit  to  local  preservation  plans  and  objectives. 

8.   Suffolk  County  Courthouse  •  .     '  . 


Some  discussion_was_devoted_to  the  possibility  of  Federal  acquisition 

and  use  of  this  property,  located  on  Pemberton  Square,  to  meet  a  part 
of  government  space  needs.  The  building  would  provide  about  140,000 

-r-  . 

square  feet  of  space. 

.The  Courthouse,  designed  in  1886  by  George  Clough,  Boston's  first  City 
Architect,  is  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
Federal  use  of  the  courthouse  would  be  contingent  upon  relocation  of 
the  County  functions  now  occupying  the  building. 

9.  First  Corps  Armory ._^v 

The  Armory  of  the  First'  Corps  of  Cadets  at  97-105  Arlington  Street 
and  130  Columbus  Avenue  was  given  sone  consideration  for  acquisition 
and  use  by  the  government.   Built  1691-1897,  this  granite  faced 


castellated  building  is  the  lost  surviving  Victorian  armory  in  the 
city  and  is  lasted  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
The  building,  now  vacant,  is  ovmed  by  a  major  developer  of  parking 
lots  in  the  city.   It  would  provide  about  A0,000  square  feet  of  space. 

In  spite  of  its  significance  and  the  fact  that  the  building  may  be 
endangered,  no  detailed  examination  of  the  Armory  was  made  at  the 
time'  for  possible  Federal  use.   In  any  case,  the  Armory  would 
provide  only  a  small  portion  of  Federal  space  needs..  .  Various  plans 
for  the  long  term  preservation  of  the  Armory  through  commercial 
or  cultural  use  have  been  advanced  and  are  under  consideration.   Thus, 
a  GSA  effort  to  preserve  the  building  through  its  use  as  Federal 
offices  night  be  in  competition  with  local  preservation  planning. 

10.  North  Station  Area  .       .•*- 

The  North  Station  Area  was  considered  as  a  possibili/ty  primarily 
because  it  has  been  discussed  locally  as  a  location  of  a  future  Federal 
facility. 

The  North  Station  Area  is  generally  bounded  by  Washington  and  Merrinac 
Streets  on  the  East  and  West,  North  Station  itself  on  the  North  and 
Chardon  Street  on  the  South. 
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This  Is  an  area  in  the  con-cnunity  of  mixed  uccs  and  containing  about 
J  37Z  office  space,  28%  manufacturing,  25%  mixed  coinmercial,  2% 
j  residential  and  8%  vacant  square  footage.   In  .-;  *.'\tion,  there  is  about 
730,000  square  feet  of  vacant  land,  most  of  it  v.  cd  for  parking. 
The  use  of  this  area  as  a  terminus  of  regional  activity  dates  back  to 
the  17th  century  v;hen  a  saw  mill  and  a  grist  mill  were  in  operation. 

In  the  early  19th  century  the  present  _t^rianguiar  pattern 

of  streets  was  laid  out  by  Charles  Bulfinch.  The  growth  of  the  rail- 
roads structured  the  rest  of  the  area.  The  major  era  of  development 
for  the  area  was  in  the  1930' s  when  the  North  Station,  Boston  Garden 
Sports  Arena,  the  Madison  Hotel  and  other  buildings  were  constructed. 
None  of  these  buildings  have'  been  determined  to  possess  outstanding 
historic  architectural  or  cultural  significance. 

Many  individuals  and  companies  o\vm  property  in  the  areavithout  a 
large  concentration  of  holdings  in  any  single  ownership. 

The  Annelex  Building  is  the  largest  commercial  structure  in  the  district 
containing  538,000  square  feet  now  housing  Federal  offices  and  other 
office  uses.   It  was  originally  constructed  for  manufacturing  uses  and 
was  converted  to  office  space  after  World  War  II.  The  building  is 
not  of  outstanding  historic,  architectural  or  cultural  significance. 

According  to  a  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  study  of  the  North  Station 
area,'  two  of  the  largest  loft  structures  in  the  city  are  located  on 
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Lovcjoy  Place  adjacent  to  the  Annclcx  Building  and  arc  o£  a  scale 
I   coniparablc  to  the  Annelex  Building.   Neither  of  these  buildings  appears 
'   to  possess  great  cultural  significance. 

The  Madison  Hotel  was  constructed  in  the  1930* s  and  is  now  vacant. 
The  art  deco  style  of  the  hotel  is  unusual  for  Boston  and  it  is  of 
some  architectural  importance. 

The  November  1977  BRA  report  on  the  area  proposes  that  the  North 
Station  site,  now  half  owned  by  the' city  and  includes  the  Station, 
Boston  Garden  and  the  Madison  Hotel  be  redeveloped  to  attract  major 
trade  events  to  the  area. 

11.  Tlie  North  End  .....     ....  ^.  •     .  ^ 

I— 
The  North  End  area  of  Boston  was  discussed  generally  as  a  possible 

location  for  a  future  Federal  office  facility.  Although  this  area 

,  of  the  community  does  contain  a  number  of  historically,  architecturally 

and  culturally  significant  properties,  its  generally  small  scale, 

*■    residential  nature  and  remoteness  from  the  doioitown  coraraercial  life 

of  the  city  suggest  that  it  may  not  meet  Federal  or  city  objectives 

for  a  new  Federal  office  building. 
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PRF.UMin.ARY  rTK'm.JGS  .VID  RJ- CO!rC-:NUATIO::S  Or  Tin:  AnVlSORY  COUNCIL 
COU:.'C!L  ON  HISTORIC  PRF:snRVATION'  '  ■ 

Bnsed  on  the  informntlon  available  at  this  time  it  is  the  conclusion  of 
the  staff  of  the  Council  that  there  are  a  number  of  properties  in  Boston 
that  meet  the  test  of  significance  under  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative 
Use  Act  and  which  appear  to  be  available  for  possible  Federal  acquisition 
and  use.   Further,  these  properties  may  substantially  rieet  or  nay  be 
supplemented  to  meet  the  space  requirenents  of  the  Federal  government  while 
retaining  their  architectural,  cultural  or  historic  significance. 
In  fact  the  opportunities  for  creative  enploynent  of  the  Cooperative  Use 
Act  in  Boston  abound.   The  City  is  already  noted  nationwide  for  its  preser- 
vation of  elements  of  our  past  and  integration  of  those  elements  in  the 
working  life  of  a  modem  city.   The  pamphlet  "Urban  Architecture"  published 
for  the  Bicentennial,  states  this  feature  of  the  community  well: 

"Boston  is  made  up  of  three  hundred  years  of  architecture, 

some  of  it  the  best  of  its  age.  Unlike  other  American  cities,.  ._- 
Boston  has  not  abolished  its  past.   New  Building  thrives 
amidst  the  gentler  scale  of  historic  neighborhoods  and  monuments. 
And  many  of  the. city's  newer  buildings  are  designed  to  deliberately 
complement  their  older  neighbors. . .Older  buildings  which  have  out- 
lived their  original  purpose  are  being  restored  for  ^resh  new  uses.. 
There  have  been  calamities  and  mistakes  along  the  way:   great  fires, 
.crass  commercialism,  overzealous  renewal  programs,  the  slashing 
of  massive  and  often  obsolete  highways  through  the  city.   But  the 
-.  •:  vigorous  architectural  spirit  of  the  city  has  survived  and  much  of 
Boston  is  still  scaled  for  people." 


The  new  Federal  facility  proposed  by  GSA  can  continue  this  enlightened  pattern 
of  development.   This  proposed  Federal  office  building  would  be  major  Federal 
investment  in  the  downtown,  and  it  would  be  fitting  if  this  investment  niirrorcc 
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the  scale  and  sensibilities  of  the  community.   It  is  fortunate  that  the  Public 
Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  makes  that  not  just  possible  but  a  priority 
for  GSA.  '  • 

■  It  is  not  surprising  that  a  survey  of  the  significant  resources  of  central 
Boston  indicates  that  no  single  historic  building  or  even  a  combination  of 
buildings  in  reasonably  close  proximity  one  to  another  can  provide  the 
complete  amount  of  space  required  by  GSA  to  consolidate  Federal  activities 
in  the  Boston  area.   Government  space  needs  have  grown  over  the  years,  and 
investment  in  Govemment-ovmed  facilities  in  the  area  has  been  deferred.   The 
result  is  a  space  requirement  that  is  large  and  unwieldy  and,  on  its  face,  in- 
compatible with  the  preservation  of  older,  smaller  structures.  • 
It  is  the  finding  of  this  preliminary  investigation,  however,  that  this  incoio— 
patibility  in  scale  can  be  rectified,  consistent  with  the  historic  features  of 
buildings  to  be  preserved  and  with  the  basic  GSA  mission  to  provide  efficient 
and  economical  office  space  for  Federal  agencies.         *  "■ 

All  of  the  proposals  suggested  in  this  report  would  provide  for  a  corabinatioit 
of  renovation  and  new  construction. 

Such  an  approach,  admittedly,  requires  great  care  and  sensitivity.   It  oay 
require  some  premium  in  the  utilization  of  space  or  in  the  cost  of  construction 
It  does  require  flexibility  in  programming  and  cooperation  between  Federal 
agencies. 

Many  developers  and  owners  of  property  in  Boston  have  demonstrated  through 
their  projects  that  it  is-possible  to  preserve  a  part  of  the  past  w}iilc  r:;oking 


550 


I 


a  contribution  to  tl>c  modern  conimunity.   It  is  appropriate  that  the  Federal 
governnant ,  a  pcrmcnont  participant  in  the  life  of  the  City  of  Boston,  should 
be'  one  of  their  number. 

It  is  the  sole  recommendation  of  this  preliminary  proposal  that  GSA  and  Council 
staff  meet  to  discuss  the  data  and  concepts  presented  licrein,  and  to  identify 
the  data  and  analyses  required  in  order  for  GSA  to  reach  a  final  decision  on 
the  nature  of  a  new  Federal  facility  in  Boston. 


4.T 
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K.  EEQUEST  FOR  DETERMIMTION  OF  ELIGIBILITY:   COMMENTS  OF  STATE 
HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 
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' ;'aj   commonwealth  of  massachuset 

CC2CCD0u:;dS    Ofvice  of  the  Secretary  of  State 

./lASSACHUSETTS  294  Washington  street 

Wl  QTO^  [/^  A  J  Boston,  Massachusetts 

niCr*  I  Unt^^Mi-  P2108  MICHAEL  JOSEPH  CONNOLLY 

COMMISSION  617-727-8470  Secretary  of  State 

August  15,   1979 

Ms.  Beverly  L.  James,  Director 
Operational  Planning  Staff 

Regional  Historic  Preservation  Officer       . .  . 

Public  Buildings  Service 
•  GSA  Region  1 

John  W.  McCornaclc  Post  Office  and  Court  House 

RE:  Request  for  Determnation  of  Eligibility,  New  Federal  Office  Building, 
Boston 

Dear  Ms.  James: 

I  have  re-viewed  the  materials  you  have  prepared  regarding  the  eligibility 
•  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  for  structures 
on  three  sites  novv  under  consideration.  I  also  had  an  opportunity  to 
discuss  your  findings  and  m>'  recomniendations  with  the  State  Review  Board 

■  at  their  August  Sth  regular  meeting. 

■  I  agree  with  your  finding  that  there  are  no  structures  eligible  for  listing 
in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  on  Site  A.  The  parking  garage 
is  beyond  consideration  and  the  Washington-Essex  Building,  while  it  does 
retain  soy.e  his'torical  and  architectural  interest,  its  significance  is- 
not  of  sufficient  merit  to  warrant  listing  in  the  'National  Register.  Devel- 
opment on  this  site  would  have  an  effect  on  the  contiguous  Washington 
Street  Theatre  District  and  would  require  review  in  conpliance  with  36  CFR 
800. 

I  object  to  your  findings  on  Site  K.  While  the  buildings  facing  upon 
Tremont  Streetmay  be  of  varying  degrees  of  significance,  this  area  is  an 
integral  part  of  the  historic  Piano  Row  District  identified  by  this  office 
and  the  Boston  Landmarks  Commission.  This  district,  recognized  for  its 
concentration  of  properties  associated  with  tJieatre  and  music  industries 
-.  in  Boston  and  the  United  States,  is  also  significant  for  its  singular 
and  unique  examples  of  architectural  styles.  Despite  its  architectural 
diversity  ajid  the  landTinrk  quality  of  many  of  its  structures,  this  area 
is  distinguished  by  its  remci'rkablc  cohcsivcncss  and  com.patability  in  scale, 
massing,  and  rLnterials.  Additionrilly,  it  doaimcnts  the  historical  develop- 
ment of  tjic  City,  wiiilc  representing  a  i)articulnr  phase  of  its  commerce 
and  arts.  1  ])3vc  enclosed  tlie  Area  Survey  Fo nu  for  this  district  which 
wliid)  outlines  its  significajice  in  iiore  detail.  In  my  opinion,  this 
District  nocts  the  criteria  for  listing  in  tlic  Nntionnl  Register. 
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Page  TV/o 
August  15,  1979 
Ms.  Jajncs: 

I  concur  v/ith  your  findings  for  Site  L  witJi  one  exception.  In  my  opinion, 
110  Bedford  Street  does  not  retain  its  architectural  integrity  and  does 
not  warrant  inclusion  in  the  potential  historic  district.  The   Bedford 
Building  has  already  been  nonunated  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  by  tins  office.  100  Bedford  Street  is  a  remarkable  architectural 
work  and  warrants  listing  for  this  significance.  The   four  Summer  Street 
buildings,  related  by  the  quality  and  conipat ability  of  their  architecture 
and  historical  use,  im  ray  opinion  meet  the  criteria  for  listing  as  an 
historic  district.  The  parking  garages  do  not  warrant  consideration  and 
I  agree  that  the  Kingston  Street  area  requires  further  investigation. 

I  was  impressed  by  the  thorougliness  of  the  research  and  documentation  in 
this  report,  although  in  all  instances  the  report  was  hairipered  by  restrict- 
ing it  only  to  the  boundaries  of  the  sites.  Our  disagreement  about  the 
Piano  Row  District  and  the  adjnitted  need  for  further  research  on  Kingston 
Street  are  evidence  of  this  problem. 

If  you  should  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Christie  Boulding, 
Survey  Director,  or  Valerie  Talmage,  Review  Director. 

Since  fel^. 


Patricia  L.  WeslCTcski 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Executive  Director 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 

PLW/ej 

cc:    Boston  Lan;3jTiarks 

Keeper  of  the  Register, QAHP 
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USSACHUSETTS  inSTOHJCAL  COMMISSION 
)ffice  of  the  Secretary.  Sia:e  House,  Boston 


Form  numbers  in  this  area 


Area  no, 

c 


-w^v^^-^ 


Jl 


'-••      ! 


.■?:^-H 


,v'  1 


M^J^&y^ 


1.  Town     Boston    (CBD-Theatre) 


Name  of  area  (if  any)        Piano  Row 


3.  General  date  or  period      late    19^h    and 
early  20th  century 


4.  Is  area  uniform  (explain): 

in  st>''le?   no    ( tum-of-the-oentury   s1 

yes   (v/ell-  '^^^^^f^y 

in  condition ?jnaintained"  /^r'^'^t^  "-^z^^': 
yes    (private)  /-/Tl^-O  /    lrc:-5'~ 

in  type  of  ownership  T^^^j A-««---»-_i-;7i  5  | 

no    (residential/^-^'^-^--'-^'-"^ 
in  use ?^(coTnTT!ercial/     //«~^ — ^ 

,  institutional    jJ^^  '  '  ^  •  J  *~~n  - 

general  man  of  the  area  involved.    Indicate /"7  j  J      j] 


THE 


korts  axe  completed  on  Forms  B  thru  F,      —^^  ^ 

ouicei  names  (including  route  numbers,  if  any)  and  i_^^^^^^_.  - 

— Indicate  with  an  "x"  existing  houses  not  inventoried  on  Form  B.  .       \^    -^-n    f-^ 


BOSTON    COI-MON 


bH»8H 


t7K-avi:^ 


planned 

ate  'TraJisportation 
Buil'ding 


DO  NOT  WRITE  L\'  THIS  SPACE 
uses  Quadrant 

MHC  Phoio  no. 

6.  KucuiCrcjflrj 


Organization 


Boston  Landmarks   CorrjrJ; 


Date       J"^e,    1979 
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7.  Historical  data.     Explain  the  historical/arc  Kite  ctiu-al  importance  of  this  area. 


•^ 


8.  Bibliography  and/or  references  such  as  local  histories,  deeds,  assessor's  records, 
early  maps,  etc. 

.AVers,    Christine   M.    Contributions    to    the    Art    of   h!usic    in   Anerica 
by   t*''^   Vi:?;ic    Industries    of   Boston,    1640-1936    (New  York)    1937    . 

"STnith,    Nancy   A,    "Pianoforte    Manufc'ictur  ina    in    Nineteenth-Century 
Boston,"    Old   T  i  :^e    New   Ennland,    the    Bulletin    of    the    Society    for    the 
Proservcit  ion    of   New  Ennland   Antiquities,    Vol  .    LXIX,    No    1-2,     1978. 

Whitrhill,    V.'alter    M.,    The    Neinhborhood    of    t.'.c   Tavern    Club    (U.oslonian 
Society,    F-oston)    1971, 

Boston   City    DirtTlories 


Piano  Row  Area  Form 

The  Piano  Row  district  is  composed  of  29  buiJdings,   g-eneraUy  late  -ISth 
and  earlj'  20th  century  in  date  and  co.Timercial  in  use,   located  where  the 
major  arteries  of  Tremont  and  Boylston  Streets  intersect  at  a  corner  of 
the  Boston  Common.      The  area  achieved  its  greatest  significance  during 
the  period   1890-1930,   when  it  was  a  favored  location   for  piano  dealers 
and  music-related  industries,   along  with  major  hotels,   institutions  and 
theatres.     The  area  includes   distinctive  structures  by  prominent  architects 
grouped  in  an  ensemble  which  frames  the  Boston   Comjuon. 

The  district  developed  in  the  early  19th  century  as  a  residential  neigh- 
borhood of  brick  rowhouses,   two  of  which  sur^'ive  at  4  and  5-6  Boylston 
Place  (TH-28  and  TH-29).     After  mid-century  the  area  became  increasingly 
commercial.     A  dominant  ground  floor  use  was  piano  showrooms,   which 
were  concentrated  along  the  block  of  Tremont  between  West  and  Boylston 
Streets  in  the  ISTO's  and  1880's  and  later  migrated  to  the  block  of 
Boylston  betv.een  Tremont  Street  and  Park  Square.     Both  these  blocks 
have  been  popularly  nicknamed  "Piano  Row".     (See  Section  D,   part  3). 

The  most  significant  buDdings  buOt  for  music  companies  were  the  Steinert 
Building  of  18S6  (TH-37),   which  included- an  acousticaUy  fine  concert 
hall,   and  the  Oliver  Ditson  Building  of  1917  (TH-16),  headquarters  for 
one  of  the  nation's  oldest  and  largest  music  publishing  firms.     The 
following  buildings  also  housed  one  or  more  piano  or  organ  dealers 
during  the  late  19th  or  early  20th  century:     The  Evans  House  (TH-13), 
Tremont  Theatre  (TH-14),  Masonic  Temple  (TH-18),   Colonial  Building 
(TH-23),  Walker  Buildings  (TH-24  and  TH-25),  Tucker  Building  (TH-30), 
135  Boylston  Street  (TH-31),   138-140  Boylston  Street  (TH-32),   144 
Boylston  Street  (TK-33),   154-156  Boylston  Street  (TH-35),  Vose  Building 
(TH-36),   and  Steinert  Building  (TH-37). 

Other  cominercial  uses  in  the  area  included  'hciels,  offices  and  theatres. 
The  iS9S  Tcuraine  (TH-iS;  was  a  first  class  hotel  which  feanjred  a 
-i.OOO-voiume  library.      The  1917  LirtJe  Building  ^.TH-22)  was  called  by 
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Waller  WhilehiU  "the  mosi  glamorous  office  building  of  the  era  of  World 
War  I."     Nearby  are  three  important  early  theatres:     the  Tremont  of 
1889  (TH-14),   the  Colc-nial  of  1900  (TH-23)  and  the  Majestic  of  1903 
(TH-21).     (See  Section   D,   pari  2). 

A  number  of  institution^  also  settled  in   the  area  after  the  mid- 19th 
century,   including  the  first  buDding  for  the  Boston  Public  Library 
■since  demolished).    The  present  Masonic  Temple  of  1899   (TH-18)  is  the 
third  on  the  site  to  be  used  as  headquarters  for  the  Grand  Lodge  of 
Massachusetts,  oldest  in  America.     A  smaller  secret  society,   the  Odd 
Fellows,  buOt  the  Ancient  Landjnark  Lodge  in  1888  (TH-27).     The 
Tavern  Club,  a  proper  Bostonian  men's  dining  group  \\ith  a  distinguished 
membership  including  men  like  Charles  Elliot  Norton  and  William  Dean  Howells, 
has  been  occupying  the  Federal  house  at  4  Boylsx on  Place  (TH-28) 
since  1887. 

The  Piano  Row  area  is  also  notable  as  the  location  of  the  first  "French 
Flat"  or  apartment  buDding  on  the  East  Coast,   the  Hotel  Pelham  of 
1857,  which  stood  where  the  Little  Building  is  today.     Across  from  it 
stood  the  equallj''  renowned  Hotel  Boylston,   also  demolished.     The  only 
residential  building  of  this  type  to  remain  in  the  area  is  the  Evans 
House  of  1860  (TH-13). 

-The  buildings  along. Piano  Row  are  of  high  architectural  quality  and 
include  fine  examples  by  the  two  major  turn-of-the-century  firms: 
Winslow  and  Wetherell  (later  Winslow  and  Bigelow)  and  Clarence  H. 
BlackaB  of  BlackaU,   Clspp  and  Vv'hittemore .     Works  by  the  former  include 
the  Steinert  Building  (TH-37),  Walker  Buildings '(TH-23  and  TH-24)  and 
Hotel  Touraine  (TK-19),   while  Blackall's  work  in.  the  area  includes  the 
Colonial  Building  and  Theatre  (TH-23)  and  the  Little  Building  (TH-22). 
Each  of  these  designs  was  published  in  the  literature  and  admired  for 
style  and  technological  innovation. 

The  area's  three  theatres  are  all  architecturally  significant.     If  the 
Tremont's  stone  Mansard  facade  (TH-14)  could  be  restored,  it  would 
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represent  the  oldest  theatre  facade  in  the  city.  The   exquisite  Colonial 
(TH-23)  is  the  city's  oldest  intact  theatre  interior,   and  the  monumental 
Majestic  (TH-21)  features  a  unique  terra  cotta  facade  and  Beau'  Arts 
interior  by  disting'uished  architect  John  Galen  Howard. 

The  area's  early  steel  'frame  skyscrapers  are  also  notable,   including  the 
Hotel  Touraine  (TH-19),   Little  BuOding  (TH-22)  and  Masonic  Temple 
(TH-18)  v.-hich  together  create  a  city  focal  point  at  the  intersection  of 
Boylston  and  Tremont  Streets.      Other  important  examples  of  this  building 
style  are  the  Renaissance  Revival  Oliver  Ditson  Building  of  1917   (TH-16) 
by  nationally  prominent  architect   C.    Howard  Walker  and  the  Moderne 
Boston  Edison  Building  of  1931  (TH-17)  by  Bigelow,  Wadsworth,  Hubbard 
and  Smith,  one  of  the  area's  best  examples  of  the  Moderne  style. 

Piano  Row  also  includes  the  surve3'  area's  best — and  sometimes  only — examples 
of  particular  styles  including  Federal  and  Italianate  brick  rowhouses 
(TH-28  and  TH-29)") French  Academic  brownstone  (TH-13),   Panel  Brick 
office  building  (TH-38),   and  Queen  Anne  institutional  building  (TH-27). 
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Area  C:     Piano  Row  District 

Acreage:     4.28  acres 

UTM  Reference,  i:      19/329900/-55.90740 


Boundary  Justification:     The  part  of  the  district  west  of  Tremont  Street 

takes  in  every  building' on  the  block  which  is  not  being  demolished  to 

make  wav  for  the  planned  State  Transportation  Building.     East  of 

inclu'J    s    Ol;  1  1  dir.as    facing    Tre.Ti'->.nt    £:r;d    is 
Tremont  Street,    the  .district^      bounded  on  the  south  by   the  Union-Warren 

Sa\ijigs  Bank,   the  last  of  the  8-10  story  early'  skyscrapers  which  define 

the  Tremont/Boylston  intersection.     To  the  north,   the  district  stops  at 

Aver}'  Street  because  the  next  block  does  not  have  the  same  architectural 

and  historical  interest  and  visual  integrity. 

List  of  Buildings:      (all  considered  contributing) 

TH-12         25-30  Avery  Street  -  (1914  facade  on  1874  4-story  brick 

commercial  building  by  B.F.   Dwight)  Contributes  to  scale  of 
street. 

TH-13         174-175  Tremont  Street  -   (Evans  House)   (1859-60  with  addition 
1656-59)  5-story  French  Academic  brownstone  with  copper 
'  mansard,  one  of  the  city's  early  residential  hotels.. 

"TH-14         176  Trem&nt  Street  -   (Astor/Tremont  Theatre)  (1889-J.B. 
McElfatrick  &  Son)  4-story  stone  Mansard  obscured  by  1948 
"modem"  sheathing;   also  1914  Avery  Street  facade  with  Beaux 
Arts  entrance  bay;  one  of  two  remamijig  19th  century  Boston 
theatres.  .....  ..... 

TH-IS         177  Tre.mont  Street  _;^c.  1928-1935)  5-story,  cast  stone  Classical 
Revival  commercial  building  with  good  free  classic  detailing. 

TH-16         273-179  T.^emont  Street  -  (Oliver  Ditson  Building)   (1917-C.   Howard 
Walker  and  Tcwnsend,   Steinle  i  Haskeil)   IC-story 
marble  Renaissance  Revival  office  building  buHt  for  the  Oliver 
Ditson  music  publishing  company. 
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TH-17  180-182  Tremont  Street  -  (Boston  Edison)  (1931-Bigelow, 
Wadsworth,  Hubbard  &  Smith)  14-story  limestone  Moderne 
office  building  for  Boston'  Edison  Ccmpaxiy. 

TH-18         183-186  Tremont  Street  -   (Masonic  Temple)   (1899-Loring  & 
Phipps)  9-story  granite  Renaissance  Rev'ival  institution  on 
comer  site;   third  Masonic  temple  on  the  site  and  headquarters 
for  first  Masonic  Lodge  in  America. 

TH-19  62  Boylston  Street  -  (Hotel  Touraine)  (189S-Kinslo\v  and 
Wetherell)  11-story  brick  and  limestone  Jacobethan  early 
skj'sjcraper  originally  a  luxury  hotel. 

TH-20         216-218  Tremont  Street  -   (Union  Savings  Bank)  (1925,  Thomas  M. 
James.  Company)  9-story  limestone  Renaissance  Revival  bank 
building. 

TH-21         219-2.21  Tremont  Street  -   (Saxon/Majestic  Theatre)  (1903, 

John  Galen  Howard  &  James  M.  Wood)  5-storj'  grey  terra  cotta 
Beaux  Arts  theatre  built  for  merchant  and  music  patron  Eben 
Jordan.  ' 

TH-22         74-94  Boylston  Street  -  (Little  Building)  (1917,  BlackaU, 

Clapp  &  UTiittemore)  12-storj'^  cast  stone  Modem  Gothic  office 
building  with  interior  arcade. 

TH-23         96-106  Boylston  Street  -  (Colonial  Building  and  Colonial 

Theatre)  (1900-C.H.   BlacliaU)   10-story  granite  Renaissance 
Re\nval  office  building  also  housing  fine  baroque  theatre 

.  I  interior,  earliest  in  Boston  to  survive  intact. 

TH-24         114-116  Boylston   Street  -   ('.Valker  Euiidiiig)   (1.891-1393,  Winslow 
&  Wetherell)  6-story  sandstone  Renaissance  Revival/Commercial 
Style  office  building  once  housing  large  dental  supply  company 
and  several  major  piano  companies. 
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TH-25         120-124  Boylston  Strc-et  -   (Wallier  Building  Addition)   (1901, 
Winslow  &  Bi^elow)  10-sto,ry  sandstone  Renaissance  Revival/ 
Commercial  Style  addition  to  114-116  Boylston  Street,   also 
housed  piano  companies     and  other  businesses. 

TH-26         1-2  Boylston  Place  -  (c.    1920)  4-storj'  brick  rear  addition  to 
.  130-132  Boylston  Street  probably  used  as  restaurant. 

TH-27         3  Boylston  Place  -   (Ancient  Landmark  Building)   (1888) 

4-story  brick  Queen  Anne/Romanesque  Revival  structure  buOt 
as  a  meeting'  lodge  for  the  Independent  Order  of  Odd  Fellows. 

•TH-28         4  Boylston  Place  -  (c.   1820)  3-story  brick  Federal  rowhouse 
serv-ing  since  1887  as  the  home  of  the  Tavern  Club,  a  dining 
club  for  socially  prominent  Boston  men  of  letters. 

TH-29         5-6  Boylston  Place  -  (1844)  S'-s-story  brick  Itah'anate  double 
house. 

TH-30         130-132  Boylston  Street  -  (Tucker  or  Ginter  Building)  (c.   1883- 
1890)  6-story  brick  Victorian  Commerical. Style  buOding. 

c-  . 

TH-31         134-136  Boylston  Street  -  (^1890-1895)  4-story  brick  Queen 

"  •     Anne  coipjaercial  building. 

TH-32  138-140  Boylston   Street  -   (S.S.   White  Dental  Company  Building) 

(1897-Winslow  &  Wetherell)  7-story  brick  and  stone  Renaissance 
Revival  commercial  building  built  for  large  manufacturer  of 
dental  supplies. 

TH-33         144  Boylston  Street  -  (c.   1815-20)  S'-j-story  brick  Federal 
rowhouse  altered  on  first  two  floors. 

TH-34         150  Boylston  Street  -   (^1383-1390)  4-story  brick  Queen  Anne 
commercial  building. 
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TK-35         154-156  Boylston  Street  -  (1925,  Little  &  RusseU)  6-slory 
cast  stone  Classical  Revival  commercial  building. 

TH-36         158-160  Boylston  Street  -  (Vose  Building)  (1899)  4-story  tan 
.  brick  Renaissance  Revival  structure  buOt  for  the  Vose  Piano 

Company. 

TH-37         162  Boylston   Street  -     (Steinert  Building  and  Steinert  Kail) 
(1896,  Winslow  &  WethereD)  6-story  tan  brick,  limestone  and 
terra  cotta  Beaux  Arts/Comjuercial  Style  building  still  in  its 
original  use  as  the  piano  showrooms  and  national  headquarters 
for  M.   Steinert  &  Sons;  building  houses  acoustically  fine 
concert  hall  no  longer  in  use. 

TH-38         2  P^rk  Square  -  (1889-Snell  &  Gregorson)  7-story  Panel 
Brick  commercial  building: 

TH-39         3  Park  Square  -  (1890-95)  5-story  brick  Romanesque  Revival 
commercial  building. 

TH-40         4  Park  Square  -  (1890-95)  6-story  brick  Renaissance  Revival 
commercial  building. 


563 


L.  REQUEST  FOR  DETERMINATION  OF  ELIGIBILITY:  CONSERVATOR'S 
REPORT  SUMMAHY 
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yi  X  \  P'.'./on,  fv^A    02109 


kv.r^ast  17,    1979 


i-Tr.    Chci:/'los  A.   I^-. ■  r  v'^ri  ,;n 

Acting  Keeper  of    the  i'ail'.'Rl  FiC^lslGr 

of  Klstorio  Places 
Office  of  Archeolo.sy  ar^d  IJistoric  Fro:?G c^/tition  re:    Proposed  !>:v; 

Merita^e  Consei-vaticn  ?rd  Recreitj  on  Seivice  Fe'3(  ral  Office 

Dcjparinent  of  Interior  r''d^.  ,   Bcs-^on, 

Vasl-iT  •;s'-on,    D.    C.    20?[i3  "^^-cic'/use^  +  s 

!Dcar  I-Ir..  Fcirringtoji: 

T'^clcsed  is   a  report  prc-p-xed  "by  Building  Co:')?'rvation  Tec^'rclo'^;,'',    Ir^c. 
";.;■■  >2r   cci'-jtiact   v-iLh  Hogion  I   of  i''>e  C-ar'ural   Se  'vr'ccs  Ac"-J  ."istvaiion 
rc_:c  r^dir.g  the   eligiljility  for  !:■  :;.  i:"' j:.-c  in  the  'T-itic?"-?.!  ?-',j". .;  :er  of 
Historic  Places  of  2?   str,'ct.:";-cs   on  the  three   si"^cs  i,\:dir   c.::.s:' cc-.ation 
for  constraction  of  the   subject   fa.cility.      In  accoidarjce  vdth  Part   63.2 
of  Chapter  1   of  Title  36  of  the  Code  of  Federal  He^'Jlatiors,    ve  are 
req\.cst-ij,g  that  you  render  d--ter-r.inati  ons  of  eligibility  for  these   27 
str'aci:vi_;es  as   ij".;'.'ividual  buildings.      In  apply  "i.g  t,je  Trational  n'^^i-ter 
Criteria  for  35-val"uation  to    these  pi-opert^es   ve   fovmd  -p.zne  of  the  tj^ree 
sites  to  be   eligible  as  historic   districts. 

\le  are   enclosing  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  A"i;g."st   1$,    1979   from  the 
I'assschusetts   State  Historic  pj-eservation  Officer  setting  forth  her 
findings  and  opir_ion  in  the  rcatter. 

Your  expeditious  review  and  response  by  Septenber  21,    1979,    or  earlier 
if  possible,    will  be  most  appreciated. 


Sincerely, 

BEVERLY  L.   JAI^ES    ^  \ 

Director,    Operational  Planning  Staff 
Regional  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
Public  Buildings  Service 

JiJnclosuxes 
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Building  Conservation  Technology,  Inc. 
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Preface  r 

The  following  report  was  prepared  by  Building  Conservation  Technology 
lander  contract  to  Region  1  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  in  response 
to  a  request  for  determination  of  eligibility  for  structures  on  three  sites 
currently  under  consideration  for  a  proposed  Federal  office  building  in  Boston,  , 
Massachusetts.   Each  of  the^Twenty-_spvftg>"  strnffnres  on   these  sites  were     -^:TIiM.-my- 1 
analyzed  individually,  and  the  accompanying  documentation  includes  an  archi- 
tectural description,  statement  of  significance,  photographs  and  location 
maps.   On  site  research  and  report  preparation  was  conducted  by:   Susan  Chin, 
Pamela  W.  Hawkes,  Mary  L.  Oehrlein,  Sarah  M.  Sweetser  and  Mary  Jane  S.  Wells. 
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site  A;   Summary 

Of  the  two  structures  on  Site  A,  neither  is  considered  eligible  for 
inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  on  an  individual 
basis.   The  Washington-Essex  Building,  however,  is  significant  as  part  of 
the  surrounding  central  business  district  and  theater  districts  for  two 
reasons:   it  contains  the  former  Essex  Theater,  with  the  partially  preser- 
ved interior  by  noted  designer  .Thomas  Lamb  and  its  classical  detailing  and 
modulated  massing  provide  em  important  visual  link  between  the  block  con- 
taining the  existing  Washington  Street  Theater  District  (NR-1979)  to  the 
north  and  the  late  19th  century  structures,  including  the  Boylston  Building, 
currently  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  directly  to 
the  south.  The  Hayward  Place  Parking  Garage  is  considered  a  visual  intrusion 
in  relation  to  the  surrounding  structures. 
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SITE  A 

APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1"  =  100' 


WASHINGTON-ESSEX  BUILDING 
{Henry  Siegel  Department  Store) 
600  Washington  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  A 

APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1"  =  100' 


HAYWARD  PLACE  PARKING  GARAGE 

34  Harrison  Avenue  Extension 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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site  K;   Summary 

Of  the  f-ott^teea  structures  oh  Site  K,  only  one,  the  Masonic  Temple,  is 
considered  eligible  for  individual  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.   All  of  the  structures,  however,  form  a  visually  coherant 
ensemble  which  documents  the  development  of  the  area  from  an  early  19th 
century  residential  neighborhood  to  the  center  of  Boston's  late  19th  century 
artistic  industries  to  the  heart  of  Boston's  20th  century  commercial  district. 

The  Italianate  Evans  House  at  174-175  Tremont  Street,  the  oldest  struc- 
ture on  the  block,  recalls  the  era  when  Tremont  Street  was  lined  with  elegant 
townhouses.   The  loft  buildings  at  597  Washington  Street,  605  VJashington  Street 
and  10  Haymarket  Place  represent  the  piano-making  firms  which  took  over  the 
block  after  the  Civil  War  and  their  use  of  various  forms  of  typical  late  19th 
century  industrial  construction.   Approximately  twenty  different  piano  and 
organ  manufacturing  firms  claimed  addresses  on  the  block  from  the  1830 's  to 
the  twentieth  century,  one  of  the  largest  being  the  Henry  F.  Miller  Company, 
which  leased  605  V'Jashington  Street  in  the  1880' s.   A  parallel  evolution 
occurred  in  the  music  publishing  field,  symbolized  on  Site  K  by  the  1917 
marble  headquarters  of  the  Oliver  Ditson  Company,  once  the  country's  largest 
publisher  at  178-179  Tremont  Street.   Adjacent  office  buildings  at  180-181 
Tremont  and  39  Boylston  Streets  mark  the  growth  of  the  Boston  Edison  Company, 
whose  first  generating  station  was  located  in  the  center  of  the  block.   The 
Edison  Cor5>any's  location  here  lies  in  its  position  at  the  center  of  the 
Boston  theater  district  and  the  presence  of  the  only  remaining  19th  century 
theaters  in  Boston,  the  Tremont  (Astor)  Theater  at  176  Tremont  and  the  Park 
(State)  Theater  at  617  Washington  Street. 

Despite  the  variety  of  architectural  styles  represented,  the  block  is 
visually  unified  along  both  major  boundaries.   On  Tremont  Street,  the  heights 
euid  materials  change  so  gradually  from  the  five  story  brownstone  facades  of 
the  Evans  Building  to  the  nine-story  granite  facade  of  the  Masonic  Temple 
at  the  comer  of  Tremont  and  Boylston,  that  visually  continuity  is  preserved. 
This  modulation,  as  well  as  the  massing  and  details,  is  mirrored  on  Boylston 
Street  from  Tremont  to  West  Street,  another  important  element  of  Boston's 
"Piano  Row."  The  buildings  along  Washington  Street,  predominantly  four  to 
six  stories  high  and  as  wide  as  they  are  high,  repeat  the  massing,  materials 
eind  street  rhythms  set  up  by  the  commercial  and  theatrical  blocks  to  both 
north  and  south. 

'-  The  block  is  currently  being  surveyed  by  the  Boston  Landmark^  Commission 
for  inclusion  in  a  multiple  resource  district.  As  of  this  date,  the  research 
has  been  comoleted  but  no  action  has  been  taken. 
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SITE  K 


EVANS    HOUSE 


APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1»  .  100'    174-175  Tremont  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 


APPROXIMATE  SCAIX:   1"  »  100' 


ASTOR  THEATER  (Tremont  Theater) 

176  Tremont  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 

APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1" 


HARRY  KRAFT  BUILDING 
177  Tremont  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 


APPROXIMATE  SCALE  J   1"  »  100' 


OLIVER  DITSON  BUILDING 

178  Tremont  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 


APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1"  -  100" 


BOSTON  EDISON  ELECTRIC  ILLUMINATING 
COMPANY 

180-182  Tremont  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 


APPROXIMATE  SCAUB:      1"  -   100' 


28  Avery  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 


MASONIC  TEMPLE 


APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1"  -  100'      18^  Tremont  Street 

Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 


APPROXIMATE  SCAUE:   1"  m   100' 


BRYANT  lOFT  BUILDING 

10  Haymeirket  Place 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1" 


HOTEL  AVERY 

10  Avery  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 

APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1"  »  100* 


597  Washington  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 


APPROXIMATE  SCAI£:   1"  »  100' 


605  Washington  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 

APPROXIMATE  SCAI£i       1"   .   100* 


STATE  THEATER  (Park  Theater) 
617  Washington   Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  K 


APPROXIMATE   SCALE:       1"   "   100' 


39  Boylston  Street 
Boston,   Massachusetts 
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site  L;   Summary 

Of  the  eleven  structures  located  on  the  three  blocks  making  up  Site  L, 
two — the  Bedford  Building  and  100  Bedford  Street — appear  to  meet  the  criteria 
for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  on  an  individual 
basis.   The  nomination  of  the  Bedford  Building  was  processed  by  the 
Massachusetts  Historical  Commission  on  June  11,  1979.   Two  other  structures, 
the  Kingston-Bedford  Parking  Garage  and  the  Lincoln-Essex  Parking  Garage, 
are  not  eligible  in  any  category- 
Five  of  the  remaining  structures  appear  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  on 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  as  a  group.   These  structures — 
87  Summer  Street,  93-95  Summer  Street,  101  Summer  Street,  113  Summer  Street 
and  part  of  110  Bedford  Street — fall  within  the  "Burnt  District"  reconstructed 
after  the  great  Boston  fire  of  1872.   The  area  has  traditionally  been  the 
center  of  Boston's  dry  goods  emd  printing  industries  and  extends  from  Hawley 
and  Franklin  Streets  on  the  northwest  to  Devonshire,  Summer  and  Bedford 
Streets  on  the  southeast.   Through  the  repeated  use  of  white  marble  and 
granite,  Neo-Grec  details  and  a  single  vertical  and  horizontal  module,  the 
four  structures  on  Site  L  form  a  unique  visual  unit  which  in  turn  is  tied 
through  massing  and  materials  to  the  surrounding  Victorian  blocks. 

The  buildings  at  80  and  88  Kingston  Street  are  separated  from  this 
district  by  a  series  of  vacant  lots  and  parking  garages,  and  by  a  change 
in  scale  and  materials  resulting  from  the  fact  that  they  were  constructed 
20  to  25  years  later.   These  buildings  belong  more  properly  in  the  context 
of  the  blocks  to  the  west  and  south  along  Essex  and  Kingston  Streets,  all 
5  to  10  story,  brick  and  terra  cotta,  steel-framed  loft  buildings.   Without 
further  research  on  the  other  structures  in  this  area,  however,  it  is 
impossible  to  further  delineate  a  potential  district. 
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APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1"  =  100' 


CHURCH  GREEN  BUILDING 

113  SiuTunor  Street 
Boston,  MasEachusetts 


590 


SITE  L 


APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1"  »  loo' 


101  Summer  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE 


APPROXIMATE  SCA1£:   1"  «  lOO' 


91-95  Summer  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  L 


APPROXIMATE  SCAI^i   1"  »  100" 


87  Summer  Street 
Boston ,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  L 

APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1"  "  100' 


PROCTOR  BUILDING 

100  Bedford  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


e 
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SITE  L 

APPROXIMATE  SCAlXs   1"  •=  100' 


BEDFORD  BUILDING 

99  Bedford  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


e 
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SITE  L 


APPROXIMATE  SCALE:   1"  -  loO' 


80  Kingston  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  L 


APPROXIMATE  SCAIX:   1"  "  100' 


88  Kingston  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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SITE  L 


APPROXIMATE  SCAI^s   1"  »  100 • 


KINGSTON-BEDFORD  PARKING  GARAGE 
76  Kingston  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


e 
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SITE  L 

APPROXIMATE  SCALJ:   1"  -  100' 


ESSEX-LINCOLN  PARKING  GARAGE 
15  Coluinbia  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 


® 


599 


SITE  L 


APPROXIMATE  SCAIS:   1"  -  100' 


P.J.'S  BARBECUE  AND  BREW 

HO  Bedford  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts 
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M.   DETEEMIMTIONS  OF  ELIGIBILITY:      U.   S.   DEPARTMEKr  OF  IMERIOR 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO:66l 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

HERITAGE  CONSERVATION  AND  RECREATION   SERVICE 
WASHINGTON,  D.  C.  20243 


NOV  -  6  !9T9 


Ms.  Beverly  L.  James 

Director 

Operational  Planning  Staff 

Regional  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Public  Buildings  Service 

General  Services  Administration,  Region  1 

John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office  and  Courthouse 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02109 

Dear  Ms .  James  i 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  requesting  a  determination  of  eligibility 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  pursuant  to  Executive  Order 
11593  or  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended. 
Our  determination  appears  on  the  enclosed  material. 

As  you  understand,  your  request  for  our  professional  judgment  consti- 
tutes a  part  of  the  Federal  planning  process.   Ve  urge  that  this 
information  be  integrated  into  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
analysis  in  order  to  bring  about  the  best  possible  program  decisions. 
This  determination  does  not  serve  in  any  manner  as  a  veto  to  uses  of 
property,  with  or  v,rtthout  Federal  participation  or  assistance.   Any 
decision  on  the  property  in  question  and  the  responsibility  for 
program  planning  concerning  such  properties  lie  with  the  agency  or 
block  grant  recipient  after  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preser- 
vation has  had  an  opportunity  to  comment. 

We  are  pleased  to  be  of  assistance  in  the  consideration  of  historic 
resources  in  the  planning  process. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Carol  D.  Shull 

Acting  Keeper  of  the  National  Register 


Enclosure 
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DETERMINATION  OF  ELIGIBIUTY  NCfTIFICATION 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 


Project  Name:     Site  A,  Washington-Essex  Building  &  Hayward  Place  Parking  Garage 
Locafion:  Boston  State:  MA 

Request  submitted  by:  GSA/Beverly  L.   James 
Dote  received:     8-20-79  Additional  information   received:    11-1-79 


Name  of  property 


SHPO 
opinion 


Eligibility 

Secretary   of  the 
Interior's  opinion 


Criteria 


1.  Washington-Essex  Building   Not  eligible       Not  eligible 
(Henry  C.  Siegal  Co.  Dept. 

Store)  Also  contains  Essex 
(Star)  theatre 

2.  Hayward  Place  Parking  Garage  Not  eligible     Not  eligible 


Comments 

Building  1  has  been  sufficiently  altered  so  that  it  no  longer  retains  its  architectural 
or  historical  integrity. 

Building  2  is  less  than  50  years  old  and  does  not  meet  criteria  for  exceptional  signifi- 
cance. 


FHR  8-267   2/79 

CPO    S4Z    B77 
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Keeper  of  the  NationaT  Register^ 


DETERMINATION  OF  ELIGIBILnV  NOTIFICATION 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 


Proiect  Name:     site  K,    10  Haymarket,    10  and   28  Avery,    597,    605  and   617  Washington 
Location:      Boston  State:  MA 

Request  submitted  by:   GSA/Beverly  L.   James 
Date  received:    8/20/79  Additional  information   received:    11/1/79 


Name  of  property 


1.  Bryant  Loft  Building 
10  Haymarket  PI. 

2.  Hotel  Avery 
10  Avery  St. 

3.  Pope  Manufacturing  Co. 
597  Washington 

4.  Henry  F.  Miller  Piano  Factory 
605  Washington 

5.  28  Avery  Street 

6.  State  (Park)  theatre 
(Crabtree  Building) 
617  Washington 


SHPO 
opinion 

Not  Eligible 


Eligibility 

Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  opinion 

Not  Eligible 


Criteria 


Comments 


Buildings  1  and  2  are  not  eligible  because  there  are  better  existing  examples  in  Boston  of 
the  works  of  the  architects  who  designed  these  buildings. 

Buildings  3,4,5  and  6  have  been  so  altered  that  they  have  lost  their  Integrity. 
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Keeper  of  the  National  Register    '-^ 

/K-71 


Date 


EO. 


DETERMINATION  OF  ELIGIBILTFY  NOTIFICATION 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 


Name  of  property:     Site  K,   Boston-Edison  Electric   Illuminating  Co.    Building  (Edison  Buildi 

Location:  39  Boylston,   Boston  State:  MA 

Request  submitted    by:     GSA/Beverly  L.    James 

Date  received:    8-20-79  Additional  information  received:   n-i-yg 

Opinion   of  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer: 


^Eligible 
Comments: 


DNot  Eligible 


DNo  Response 


The  Secretary  of  the   Interior  has   determined   that  this  property   is: 

ElEligible         Applicable   criteria:    A&  C  DNot  Eligible 

Comments:    Eligible  as  part  of  Piano  Row  Historic  District,   a  locally  designated 
historic  district  which  is  eligible  for  the  National  Register  because  of  its  asso- 
ciation with  the  music  and  theatre  business  in  this  area. 


D  Documentation   insufficient 

(PPease  see  accompanying  sheet  explaining   additional  materials  required) 


FHR  8-265  2/79 


Keeper  of  the  National  R'egister 

//-6-7; 


Date 


Eaf 

DETERMINATION  OF  EUGIBIUTY  NOTIFICATION 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 


Name  of  property:    Site  K,   Treinont  Street  block  between  Avery  and  Boylston  Street 
Location:   Boston  State:  HA 

Request  submitted  by:    GSA/Beverly  I.  James 
Date  received:   8-20-79  Additional  information  received:    11-1-79 

Opinion  of  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer: 

[^Elieible  DNot  ilieible  DNo  Response 

Comments: 


The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  determined  that  this  property  is: 

^Eliflible        Applicable  criteria:    A&c  DNot  lEIieiblt 

Comments:     Buildings  along  this  street  comprise  part  of  a  loeally  designated  historic 
district   (Piano  Row  Historic  District)  which  meets  National  Register  criteria  A&C, 


D  Documentation  insufficient 

(Pfease  see  occompanyinfl  sheet  explaining  additional  materials  required) 


FHR  8-265  2/79  DQ 
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Keeper  of  the  National  RefiiSfe 


DETERMINATION  OF  ELIGIBILnV  NOTIFICATION 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 


Name  of  property:  Site  K,   Grand  Lodge  of   the  Masons,    186  Tremont   Street 
Location:   Boston  State:  MA 

Request  submitted   by:  GSA/Beverly  L.   James 
Date  received:    8-20-79  Additional  information  received:   11-1-79 

Opinion   of  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer: 

lElEligible  DNot  Eligible  DNo  Response 

Comments: 


The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has   determined   that  this   property   is: 
0 Eligible         Applicable  criteria:     C  QNot  Eligible 

Comments:     Meets  criteria  C.     Fine  example  of  a  Renaissance  Revival  style  building 
which  has  few  alterations.     Designed  by  a  leading  local  firm  (Lorring  and  Phipps) . 


O  Documentation   insufficient 

(Pfease  see   accompanying   sheet  explaining    additional   materials  required) 


FHR  e-265  2/79 


Keeper  of  the  National  Registe)r_^ 
Date:     J lU /  / 
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EO. 


DETERMINATION  OF  ELIGIBILITY  NOTIFICATION 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 


Name  of  property:    Site  L,   Proctor  Building   (Triangle  Cigar  Store) 
Location:  lOO  Bedford  Street,   Boston  State:  ma 

Request  submitted   by: 
Date  received:   8-20-79  Additional  information  received:  11-1-79 

Opinion  of  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer: 

IxJEIigible  DNot  Eligible  DNo  Response 

Comments: 

Eligible  individually  under  criteria  C. 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  determined  that  this  property  is: 

D Eligible         Applicable  criteria:   C  DNot  Eligible 

Comments: 

Concur  with  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer.  Excellent  example  of  the  use 
of  terra  cotta,  executed  by  a  locally  significant  architectural  firm.  Although 
first  floor  alterations  have  occurred,  building  is  a  good  example  of  the 
Spanish  Renaissance  Revival  style  and  retains  its  architectural  integrity. 


D  Documentation  insufficient 

(PTease  see  accompanying  sheet  explaining  additional  materials  required) 


FHR  8-265  2/79 


Keeper  of  the  Natior/al  Regist^ 
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DETERMINATION  OF  ELIGIBIUTY  NOTIFICATION 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 


Pro|ecf  Name:    Site  L,   Kingston  Bedford  Parking  Garage,   Essex  Lincoln  Parking  Garage, 

P.J.'s  Barbeque  and  Grill,    80  and   88  Kingston  Street 
Location:  g^^^^^  Stole:  ^ 

Request  submitted   by:     CSA/Beverly  L.    James 

Date  received:     8/20/79  Additional  Information   received:      11/1/79 


Eligibility 

Nome  of  property                               SHPO  Secretary   of  the                      Criteria 

opinion  Interior's   opinion 

Kingston-Bedford  Parking       Not  Eligible  Not  Eligible 
Garage 

Essex  Lincoln  Parking  Garage         "  " 

P.J.'s  Barbeque  and  Grill            it  ■           n 
110  Bedford  Street 

80  Kingston  Street                 "  " 

88  Kingston  Street                 "  " 


Buildings  1  and  2  are  less  than  50  years  old  and  do  not  meet  National  Register  criteria  for 
exceptional  significance.  Building  3  does  noi;  retain  any  historical  or  architectural  inte- 
grity. 

Buildings  4  and  5  lack  sufficient  historical  and  architectural  significance  to  meet  National 
Register  criteria  individually  or  as  part  of  a  historic  district. 


FHR  8-267   2/79  nn»« 

CPO    842   677  .  UUI« 
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eeper  of  the  National  Register 


EO. 


DETERMINATION  OF  ELIGIBILITY  NOTIFICATION 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 


Name  of  property:      Site  L,    113,    101,    91-95,    83-87   Summer  Street 
Location:     Boston  State:   HA 

Request  submitted   by:      GSA/Beverly  L.    James 
Date  received:   8/20/79  Additional  information  received:    11/1/79 

Opinion  of  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer: 


[^Eligible 
Comments: 


DNot  Eligible 


QNo  Response 


The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  determined   that  thil  property   is: 

E] Eligible        Applicable  criteria:   A  &  C  DNot  Eligible 

Comments: 

As  part  of  Church  Green  Historic  District,  a  nomination  of  which  is  now  being 
prepared.   Eligible  under  criteria  A  and  C.   The  district  is  significant  for 
its  cohesive  array  of  buildings  which  represent  a  variety  of  late  19th  century 
styles  designed  by  many  of  Boston's  leading  architectural  firms.   The  district 
also  documents  the  successful  commercial  development  of  this  area  after  Boston's 
disastrous  1872  fire.   During  the  late  19th  century,  this  district  was  the  most 
active  dry  goods  center  in  the  Northeast  United  States. 


D  Documentation  insufficient 

(Ptease  see  accompanying  sheet  explaining  additional  materials  required) 


FHR  8-265  2/79 
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Keep 
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iper  of  the  National  RegistelT  -^ 
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N.  MEMORANDUM  OP  AGEEEMENT  WITH  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION 
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Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 


1522  K  Street  NW. 
Washington  D.C. 
20005 


January  21,  1980 

Ms.  Beverly  James 

Historic  Preservation  Liaison 

General  Services  Administration 

Region  1 

Boston,  Massachusetts  02108 

Dear  Ms.  James: 

The  amended  Memorandum  of  Agreement  for  the  new  Federal 
Office  Building  in  Boston,  Massachusetts,  has  been 
ratified  by  the  Chairman  of  the  Council.  This  document 
constitutes  the  comments  of  the  Council  required  by 
Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  and 
completes  compliance  with  the  Council's  regulations, 
"Protection  of  Historic  and  Cultural  Properties"  (36  CFR 
Part  800).  A  copy  of  the  Agreement  is  enclosed. 

In  accordance  with  Section  800.6(c)(2)  and  800.9(e)  of 
the  regulations,  a  copy  of  this  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
should  be  included  in  any  environmental  assessment  or 
statement  prepared  for  this  undertaking  to  meet  requirements 
of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  should  be 
retained  in  your  records  as  evidence  of  compliance  with 
Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

The  Council  appreciates  your  cooperation  in  reaching  a 
satisfactory  resolution  of  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 

(7X^, 


Jbrdan  E.  Tannenbaum 
ihief ,  Eastern  Division 
'^f  Project  Review 

Enclosure 
MOA 
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Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 


1522  K  Street  NW. 
Washington  D.C. 
20005 


AMENDMENT 


MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 


WHEREAS,  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  among  the  General  Services 
Administration  (GSA) ,  the  Massachusetts  State  Historic  Preserva- 
tion Officer  (SHPO)  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preserva- 
tion (Council)  concerning  the  construction  of  a  new  Federal 
Office  Building  in  Boston,  Massachusetts,  was  ratified  on 
September  20,  1979;  and, 

•WHEREAS,  GSA  has  now  requested  an  Amendment  to  that 
Memorandum  of  Agreement  to  delete  the  Level  III  design  competi- 
tion; and, 

WHEREAS,  GSA,  the  Massachusetts  SHPO,  and  the  Council  have 
consulted  and  agree  that  the  purposes  of  the  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  will  not  be  affected  by  this  amendment; 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  it  is  mutually  agreed  that  the  attached 
stipulations  "1",  "2a",  through  "h"  be  substituted  for  those 
same  stipulations  in  the  original  Memorandum  of  Agreement. 


oWJi.Yy^ 


f 


(date 


)  '^V^f 


Deputy  Executive  Dir^ec^pr 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 


::e^ 


(date)/^?/?? 


Preservation  Officer 
ministration  -  Region  1 
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stipulations 

1.  Prior  to  final  site  selection,  GSA  vdll  consult  with  the  MassachusettB 
SBPO  and  the  Council  to  determine  what  adverse  effects  selection  of 

•  any  one  of  the  three  sites  cTjrrently  under  consideration  mi^t  have  6n 
properties  included  in  or  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.  GSA,  the  Massachusetts  SHPO,  and  the  Council  shall 
then  determine  within  30  working  days  vAiether  there  are  feasible  and 
prudent  alternative  sites  that  avoid  adverse  effects.  If  GSA,  the 
Massachusetts  SHPO,  and  the  Council  agree  within  the  30  working  day 
period  on  an  alterijative  that  will  avoid  the  adverse  effects,  GSA  shall 
proceed  with  the  undertaking  at  that  site,  subject  to  any  conditions  the 
considtlng  parties  may  agree  upon.  If  the  consulting  parties  do  not 
agree  within  the  30  working  day  period,  GSA  may  proceed  with  site  selection 
after  \diich  the  consulting  parties  will,  in  accordance  with  Stipulation  2 
below,  consider  alternatives  for  the  building  design  to  mitigate  the 
adverse  effects. 

2.  After  final  site  selection  but  prior  to  start  of  building  design,  GSA, 
in  consultation  with  the  Massachusetts  SHPO  and  the  Council,  will 
establish  criteria  for  the  building  design  >fiiich  will  include  but  not 
be  limited  to  the  following  conditions. 

a.  In  consultation  with  the  Massachusetts  SHPO,  GSA  will  conduct  a 
cultural  resotirces  suarvey  and  assessment  that  will  identify  the 
project's  iji^act  on  historic,  architectxiral,  cultural,  and  archeo- 
logical  resources  and  the  effect  of  the  proposed  undertaking  on 
those  resources.  The  survey  area  will  include  the  selected  site 
and  the  project's  impact  area.  This  survey  will  be  carried  out 

in  accordance  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  guidelines 
(36  CFR  Section  60.6)  and  36  CPE  Part  6(>,   Appendix  B  "Guidelines 
for  the  Location  and  Identification  of  Historic  Properties 
Containing  Scientific,  Prehistoric,  Historic  or  Archeological 
Data,"  and  Appendix  C  "Professional  Qualifications." 

b.  GSA  will  develop  a  pre-deslgn  program  and  criteria  for  the  project 
design  in  consultation  with  the  Council  and  the  Massachusetts  SHPO 
that  will  take  into  consideration  the  aforementioned  resources. 
This  program  will  assess  the  potential  effect  of  the  project  on 
identified  resources  within  the  project's  impact  area  and,  if  that 
effect  is  adverse,  will  evaluate  alternatives  that  would  avoid  or 
mitigate  the  adverse  effect.  Upon  completion  of  the  predesign 
program  but  prior  to  GSA's  initiating  design,  the  Council  may 
conduct  a  public  information  meeting  in  accordance  with  the 
Covmcil's  regulations,  Section  800.6(b)(3). 


6lii 


c.  The  pre-design  program  will  be  submitted  to  the  Council  and  the 
Massachusetts  SEFO  for  concixrrence .  Within  l5  calendar  days  of 
receipt  of  the  program,  the  Council  and  the  Massachusetts  SEPO 
will  submit  their  comments  to  GSA.  If  either  the  Council  or  the 
SEPO  do  not  concur  with  the  program,  GSA  v.dll  complete  the  Council 
commenting  process  pursuant  to  36  CFR  Part  8OO. 

d.  The  Council  and  the  Massachusetts  SEPO  will  participate  in  GSA's 
design  selection  process  as  paxt  of  GSA's  evaluation  committee, 
and  their  comments  vdll  be  considered  by  GSA's  evaluation  committee 
in  their  decision  making. 

e.  After  an  Architectural/Engineering  contract  has  been  awarded  for 
the  project,  design  development  will  be  done  in  consultation  with 
the  Council  and  the  Massachusetts  SEPO  at  the  concepts  and 
tentatives  stagen.  V/ithin  15  calendar  days  following  their  receipt 
of  copies  of  the  A/E's  conceptual  and  tentative  submissions,  the 
Council  and  the  SEPO  will  submit  their  comments  thereon  to  GSA. 

f .  Pinal  project  design  will  be  submitted  to  the  Council  and  the 
Massachusetts  SEPO  for  review,  and  within  21  calendar  days  of 
receipt  thereof,  the  Council  and  the  SEPO  will  submit  their 
comments  thereon  to  GSA.  If  either  the  Council  or  the  SEPO  do 
not  concur,  GSA  will  complete  the  Council  commenting  process 
pursuant  to  36  CFR  Part  8OO. 

g.  If  the  final  project  development  calls  for  demolition  of  any 
architectural  or  cultural  resources  identified  in  the  culttiral 
resources  survey,  GSA  will  have  those  resoiirces  recorded  to  the 
standards  of  the  Eistoric  American  Buildings  Survey  (EABS)  so 
there  will  be  a  permanent  record  of  their  existence.  GSA  will 
first  contact  EABS  (Eeritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service, 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Washington,  D.  C.  202]43)  "to  determine 
the  level  of  documentation  required.  All  documentation  must  be 
accepted  by  EABS  prior  to  demolition. 

h.  If  the  final  project  development  calls  for  the  destruction  of 
archeological  resources,  those  resources  will  be  treated  in 
accordance  with  a  data  recovery  plan  implemented  in  accordance 
with  the  Council's  "Guidelines  for  Making  'Adverse  Effect' 
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Page  2 

Memorandum  of  Agreement 

General  Services  Administration 

Amendment  .J 


^g^^'-<<^Z4^^^uVx>t '    (da te )  ^  z/  7/: 


Massachusetts  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer 


(^J-wJt^(W;Er   -   (date)  \/vjC-c) 
Chairman   |  I 
Advisoary  Cou^jiil  on  Historic  Preservation 
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Advisory 
Council  On 
Historic 
Preservation 


1522  K  Street.  NW 
Washington,  DC  20005 


June    18,    1980 

Ms.  Beverly  James 

Historic  Preservation  Liaison 

General  Services  Administration 

Region  1 

John  W.  McCormack  Post  Office 

and  Courthouse 
Boston,  MA  02109 

Dear  Ms.  James: 

Pursuant  to  our  meeting  on  May  7,  1980,  regarding  site  selection  for  the 
proposed  Boston  Federal  Office  Building,  it  is  our  understanding  that 
GSA  is  actively  reconsidering  the  North  Station  as  an  alternative 
building  site.   We  also  understand  that  full  evaluation  of  this  site 
will  be  documented  in  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 
project. 

Reconsideration  of  North  Station  increases  the  building  site  alteima- 
tives  to  four. 

1.  Tremont  Site 

2.  Theatre  District  Site. 

3.  Church  Green  Site. 

4.  North  Station  Site. 

Selection  of  any  one  of  the  sites  may  have  a  direct  or  secondary  adverse 
effect  on  historic  resources  but,  on  the  basis  of  the  thorough  consideration 
previously  given  alternative  sites,  we  feel  it  would  be  unproductive  to 
further  explore  sites  which  may  avoid  effects  on  historic  resources,  as 
agreed  upon  by  ourselves  and  Pat  Weslowski,  Massachusetts  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer,  at  the  May  7  meeting.   After  evaluation  of  the 
alternative  sites,  it  is  our  opinion  that  construction  on  the  North 
Station  site,  which  will  not  require  demolition  of  any  buildings  onslte 
that  may  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  would  be  the  only  alternative  that  would  avoid  such  adverse 
effects  and  thus  may  be  the  preferred  alternative.   It  is  our  understanding 
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though  that  GSA  is  requiring  the  removal  of  the  Green  Line  El  along 
Causeway  Street  as  a  condition  of  Its  selection  of  this  site.   This 
condition  would  constitute  an  adverse  effect  on  the  El,  if  it  is  determined 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register.   In  addition  the 
project  design  would  have  to  take  into  consideration  its  affect  on  the 
Bulfinch  Triangle  Historic  District,  directly  adjacent  to  the  site. 

Selection  of  the  Theatre  District  site  may  also  avoid  direct  adverse 
effects  on  historic  resources  but  must  take  into  consideration  resources 
directly  adjacent  to  the  site.  As  discussed  in  our  May  7  meeting  selection 
of  either  the  Tremont  site  or  Church  Green  site,  for  a  development 
program  that  calls  for  site  clearance,  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on 
properties  included  in  the  National  Register  and  accordingly  neither  of 
these  sites  should  be  chosen  unless  there  are  no  prudent  or  feasible 
alternatives.  We  are  of  the  opinion  though  that  existing  buildings  on 
both  of  these  sites  could  be  adaptively  reused  as  part  of  the  proposed 
Federal  Office  Building  rather  than  demolished.   This  reuse  alternative 
should  be  throughly  explored. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  this  please  call  John  Cullinane  at 
FTS-254-3974. 


Sincerely, 


LK/rrs^ 


:dan  E.  Tannenbaum 
ii^.  Eastern  Division  of 
Project  Review 
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0.  LOCATION  EECOMMEMDATIONS  BY  THE  BOSTON  REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 
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A  NEW  FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDING  FOR  DOWNTOWN 
BOSTON:   LOCATION  RECOMMENDATIONS  BY  THE 
BOSTON  REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 


Kevin  H.  White,  Mayor 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 
Robert  J,  Ryan,  Director 

February  13,  1979 


Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 


Robert  L.  Farrell,  Chairman 

Joseph  J,  Walsh,  Vice  Chairman 

James  G,  Colbert,  Treasurer 

James  K.  Flaherty,  Assistant  Treasurer 

James  E.  Cofield,  Member 

Kane  Simonian,  Secretary 
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A  NEW  FEDERAL  OFFICE  BUILDING  FOR  DOWNTOWN  BOSTON;   LOCATION  RECOMMENDATIONS 
BY  THE  BOSTON  REDEVELOPMENT  AUTHORITY 

INTRODUCTION 

The  purpose  of  this  report  is  to  present  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority's 
recommendation  for  the  location  of  the  proposed  Federal  Office  Building  in  the 
North  Downtown  area.  This  recommendation  has  been  formulated  within  the  framework 
of  the  City's  development  policy  and  program  for  revitalizing  downtown 
Boston.  As  a  result  of  advertising  and  a  public  hearing  on  January  31, 
1979  the  General  Services  Administration  has  identified  15  potential  sites 
for  the  proposed  facility.  The  Authority's  preliminary  analysis  of  each 
site  indicates  that  while  each  site  has  advantages  and  disadvantages  all 
but  a  few  sites  adequately  meet  the  practical,  functional  needs  of  the 
project.  It  is  the  Authority's  position  that  beyond  the  practical  requirements 
the  project  must  be  planned  and  implemented  within  the  framework  of  the  City's 
program  to  develop  its  core.         A  major  policy  which  is  central  to  the 
City's  development  program  and  to  Federal  urban  policy  as  well  is  that  public 
investments  ought  to  be  focused  and  leveraged  so  as  to  maximize  the  attraction 
of  private  investment  in  the  target  area.  In  sum,  the  foremost  concern  of  the 
City  is  that  the  site  which  is  selected  for  the  project  be  in  an  area  where 
there  is  both  a  need  for  the  stimulation  by  this  significant  public  investment  and 
a  development  program  so  that  the  project  can  effectively  trigger  immediate 
private  Investments.  From  this  standpoint  the  15  sites-  were  examined  within 
the  context  of  the  sub-areas  of  the  downtown  where  they  are  located  namely: 
.North  Downtown,  CBD-Lower  Washington  Street,  and  South  Downtown. 
BOSTON'S  DOWNTOWN  DEVELOPMENT  PRibGRAM 

Beginning  in  1960  Boston's  development  program  for  its  central  core  began 
with  the  Government  Center  project.  This  was  a  strategic  location  which  was 
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seriously  deteriorated.   The  underlying  strategy  was  to  successfully  renew 
this  area  and  then  to  move  outward  in  several  directions  into  other  major 
districts  in  the  downtown  which  required  public  intervention  for  their  renewal. 
The  Government  Center  project  was  a  success  and  has  attracted  substantial 
private  investments  to  the  area.  East  of  the  government  center  the  Waterfront/ 
Faneuil  Hall  Market  project  is  moving  toward  completion  and  the  substantial 
private  investments  which  have  been  made  and  are  planned  assure  the  revitalization 
of  the  area.  To  the  south  the  South  Station,  South  Cove,  Bedford-West,  Boylston- 
Essex  and  School -Franklin  urban  renewal  projects  have  been  nearly  completed. 
The  City's  program  in  the  past  has  relied  heavily  on  the  Federal  Urban  Renewal 
Program  for  the  public  financial  incentives  which  are  needed  for  revitalization. 
With  the  demise  of  this  program  it  is  more  critical  than  ever  that  public  capital 
expenditures  be  carefully  targeted  to  the  area  where  the  public  incentive  is  both 
needed  and  can  be  effectively  used.  From  this  standpoint  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  has  concluded  that  the  North  Downtown  area  is  the  best  location  for  the 
new  Federal  office  building.  The  basis  for  this  recommendation  is  summarized  below. 

THE  RELATIVE  PUBLIC  INVESTMENT  NEEDS  OF  SUBAREAS  OF  DOWNTOWN  BOSTON 
NORTH  DOWNTOWN 

North  Downtown  Boston,  an  area  which  includes  North  Station  terminal, 
Boston  Garden,  former  Madison  Hotel  and  the  historic  Bulflnch  triangle,  has 
long  suffered  from  disinvestment  and  decay.  While  areas  immediately  adjacent 
to  It  have  received  major  infusion  of  public  and  private  monies,  there  has  been 
illttle  positive  spinoff  effects  In  the  North  Downtown  area.  In  fact,  the  uncer- 
tainty surrounding  the  future  of  th6  Boston  Garden  has  clouded  re-use  options 
for  the  vacant  Madison  Hotel  and  postponed  the  MBTA's  planning  decisions  for 
the  relocation  of  the  elevated  Green  line.  Poor  traffic  and  pedestrian  circulation 
) 
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connecting  North  Downtown  and  Government  Center  have  further  precluded  the 
private  market  from  initiating  development  projects  of  a.  small  scale  in  the 
Bulflnch  area.  It  would  appear  that  instead  of  causing  revltallzation  in 
North  Downtown,  the  adjacent. renewal  areas  have  turned  their  backs  on  this 
dlBtricC. 

The  North  Downtown  is  a  preferred  area  for  the  location  of  the  proposed 
G.S.A.'s  office  building.  It  is  an  appropriate  geographic  lecation  because  of 
Its  close  proximity  to  other  governmental  fundtlons  in  adjacent  area; 'It  has 
excellent  vehicular  access  via  1-95,  1-93  and  the  Central  Artery  and  equally 
good  public  transportation  access  via  MBTA's  Oreuige  and  Gree«  lines  as  well  as 
conimiter  rail  service.  The  fact  that  this  area  if  particularly  suited  for  office 
use  is  doctimented  by  the  hi^  occupancy  rate  in  the  Annalex  Building  (98%) ,  an 
Increase  in  office  and  service  uses  over  the  last  20  years  and  the  general  lack 
of  expansion  space  for  adjacent  Government  Center.  That  public  Investaent  la 
very  much  needed  in  North  Downtown  is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the  coapletlon 
of  West  End  and  Government  Center  Renewal  projects  have  had  only  marginal 
influence  in  this  area;  since  1960,  there  has  been  a  35%   decrease  in  nuaber  of 
firms  in  furniture  and  related  industries;  adult  entertainment  uses,  similar 
to  the  combat  zone  have  Infiltrated  this  area  and  have  been  restrained  from 
expansion  only  because  of  the  Adult  Entertainment  Zoning  Act  of  1974. 

The  North  Downtown  area  of  Boston  provides  an  excellent  opportunity  In 
which  public  Investment  can,  and  should  be,  the  catalyst  for  stimulating  a 
narked  change  in  the  private  Investment  climate.  In  the  absence  of  future 
'  funding  for  major  urban  renewal  programs,  Boston  must  now  look  to  limited 
federal  funds  to  secure  redevelopment  of  this  sub-section  of  the  City.  The 
$75  million  expenditure  by  G.S.A.  for  a  new  federal  office  building  is  exactly 
the  public  stimulus  ^Ich  the  'Authority  feels  can  reverse  the  declining  physical 


62h 


and  economic  character  of  North  Downtovm,  The  presence  of  6500  office  workers 
with  related  service  needs  will  greatly  stimulate  retail  sector  improvements, 
mandate  the  need  for  improved  pedestrian  and  circulation  access  and  cause  the 
MBTA  to  schedule  demolition  and  relocation  of  the  Green  line,  further  enhancing 
the  visual  character  of  this  district. 

Furthermore,  the  location  of  the  proposed  G.S.A,  office  building  in  the 
North  Downtown  area  would  be  in  concert  with  the  detailed  planning  program 
which  has  been  developed  for  this  area  (see  New  Directions  for  North  Station, 
B.R.A.  11/77)  with  the  cooperation  of  the  BRA  and  North  Station  area  merchants. 
The  Canal  Street  mall  will  be  under  construction  in  spring,  1979, 

In  keeping  with  the  Public  Buildings  Cooperative  Use  Act  of  1976,  the  City 
would  recommend  that  the  G.S.A.  examine  the  potential  for  substantial  rehabilitation 
of  one  or  more  properties  within  the  historic  Bulfinch  triangle  area  for  the 
commercial  and  cultural  components  of  Its  building  program  while  focusing 
attention  on  the  area  north  and  west  of  the  elevated  structure  to  accommodate 
construction  needs  for  Its  actual  office  facility.  In  this  manner,  the  archi- 
tectural integrity  and  massing  of  the  Bulfinch  area  will  not  be  threatened  or 
overshadowed  by  a  1  million  square  foot  office  tower  while  historic  preservation 
is  encouraged  and  the  functional  needs  of  G.S.A.  Is  accommodated. 

C.B.D.  -  LCWER  WASHINGTON  STREET 

The  City's  timetable  for  the  redevelopment  of  this  area  and  the  accompanying 
revitallzation  of  the  retail  and  theater  functions  was  set  back  considerably 
when  it  failed  to  gain  H.U.D.  approval  of  its  ambitious  CBD  urban  renewal  project 
in  1965,  In  addition,  the  Authority  was  forced  to  approach  the  renewal  of  this 
area  on  a  more  modest  and  inci^emental  basis.  Although  its  physical  appearance 
suggests  a  stagnant  area  which  is  in  need  of  redevelopment  an  extensive 
development  program  is  largely  in  place  and  planned  investments  are  substantial. 
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The  Authority  has  concluded,  therefore,  that  the  new  Federal  office  building 
In  this  area  is  not  critical  to  the  attraction  of  the  private  investments  which 
are  necessary  to  revitalize  lower  Washington  Street.   (For  a  more  detailed 
analysis  of  the  area  see  Lower  Washington  Street  Area;  A  Program  for  Revitaliza- 
tion,  B.R.A.  1978).   Sunmiarized  below  are  the  major  activities  planned  or  underway 
in  the  area: 

1.  Lafayette  Place/Jordan  Marsh— $150  million — construction  will  begin 
this  summer. 

2.  Downtown  Crossing--$3.5  million--construction  is  underway  for  the  first 
phase  and  subsequent  phases  are  in  planning. 

3.  Tufts/New  England  Medical  Center — Nutrition  Research  Center"$10  million 
— other  projects  planned. 

4.  Park  Plaza--State  Transportation  Building  under  construction— $36  million 
—hotel  and  housing  in  planning. 

5.  Theatre  District  (See  Status  Ret>ort  of  Theatre  District  Project.  1979 
for  complete  program).  Savoy  Theatre  and  Music  Hall  expansion  and 
renovations  and  many  public  improvements. 

6.  Housing  Developments:  Mason  Street,  Steams  Bldg. ,  and  Stuart /Arlington 
are  near  construction--Bradford  conversion  and  others  planned. 

SOUTH  DOWNTOWN 

The  South  Downtown  area  in  recent  years  has  witnessed  substantial  private 
Investment  partly  as  a  result  of  public  action.  The  Authority  believes  that 
the  location  of  the  new  Federal  office  building  is  not  necessary  to  stimulate 
the  continued  renewal  of  this  area.  Althou^  the  progress  of  the  South  Station 
Urban  Renewal  Project  has  been  disappointing  the  four  major  office  buildings 
which  have  been  built  recently  in  this  area  indicate  the  workings  of  a  normal 
economic  market.  The  development  of  the  South  Station  is  moving  ahead  under 
the  Authority's  direction  but  the  present  development  schedule  would  not  likely 
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meet  GSA's  needs  in  utilizing  site  M,  Furthermore,  the  Authority  would 
discourage  the  consideration  of  site  N  because  the  prospects  for  a  private 
development  for  this  location  in  the  near  future  now  look  good. 

Site  L,  Church  Green,  is  a  unique  site  which  the  Authority  feels  warrants 
further  detailed  study  by  the  GSA  and  the  City.   The  axis  from  the  central 
retail  core  to  the  South  Station  along  Summer  Street  is  a  vitally  important 
component  of  the  downtown  development  plan.  Church  Green  is  a  critical 
location  along  this  pedestrian-retail  spine  given  its  mid-point  location 
and  the  present  pattern  of  street  level  vacancies  in  its  immediate  area  on 
Summer  Street.  In  addition,  the  Church  Green  site  contains  buildings  of 
historic  architectural  significance  which  are  worthy  of  retention  and  are 
now  threatened  by  neglect.  The  Authority  supports  the  objectives  of  restoring 
these  buildings  and  strengthening  the  Summer  Street  retail  axis.  Given  the 
scale  of  the  proposed  project,  however,  there  are  serious  questions  as  to  the 
feasibility  of  locating  the  structure  on  the  block  bounded  by  Summer,  Kingston 
and  Bedford  Streets  including  the  parking  garage  site  across  Bedford  Street. 
Then  too,  the  design  question  in  regard  to  the  impact  of  a  new  architectural 
element  of  substantial  mass  upon  the  existing  historic  structures  needs  to  be 
more  fully  examined.  Although  the  Authority  has  a  strong  preference  for  a  North 
Downtown  location  for  the  new  Federal  office  building,  it  feels  that  at  this 
stage  of  the  analysis  of  alternative  sites  site  L  has  considerable  potential 
merits  and  should  continue  to  be  considered  through  a  more  detailed  examination. 
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